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EXAMINATION 
O F. ; 
Mr. WanBURTO N's, Gc, 


REVEREND ,518}: 

OU defiré fo earhieftly, and 

prefs fo much to have my: ‘Sen- 

'tiinehts about a late Book that 

has been. much ‘read, ‘and more 
talked of, both in Town and, Country, that 
I know not how to withftand your Impor- 
tunity any longer. I fend you therefore fome 
of the Remarks whicli I made upon reading 
over The Divine Legation of Mofes ; enough, 
I hope, to fatisfy your Curiofity, and to 
fhew my Readinefs to corüply with. your 
Requetts. 

You know very well our old Friend Mr: 
P***, He calls Mr. Warburton's Book a 
learned Romance; and he fays with foe 
Humour, that the Digreffions in it about 
the Myfleries, the Hieroghphici, the Book 


af «οἷ are; or may bé deemed; fo many 
B ' ingenious 
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ingenious Novels, which ferve to relieve or 
divert the Reader. But then, he goes fo 
far as to doubt, whether Mr. Warburton 
writes for Utility or for Truth. * For he 
* has told us fo much, fays he, about the 
© Practices of thofe old Philofophers, and 
* how much they were wont to Ze for the 
* Publick Good; that they taught one Thing, 
* and believed another; that they made no 
Confcience of faying and teaching what 
they knew or thought to be falfe on the 
moft important Subjects; and he declares 
* himfelf to have come from the Schools of thefe 
« Heathen Philofophers, that I cannot but 
* think hemay reafonably be fufpected, at leaft 
for fome time, till he has performed a Qua- 
rantine, to have received an Infection from 
them, and to have learnt to lie for the 
Public Good, as his Mafters did before him. 
* It is true, fays our Friend, that Mr, 

Warburton does not think thofe Men to — 
be altogether free from Blame ; and it may 
be faid in his Favour, that what he 
blames a ZZle in them, he would not do 
himfelf: But yet his Cenfure of them is 
fo very foft, and he is fo tender of. their 
moral Character, whilít he is fo ready to 
' * flame 


€ 


« 
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flame out againft, and to fhew no Mercy 
to others, who do not think as he does; 


* that one cannot help imagining, that in 


€ 


€ 


€ 


€ 


his Opinion'the good End they had in 
View did'fan&ify the Means they ufed, 
and that it was no great Fault in them to 


‘have external and internal Dottrines. 


* As to himíelf, he tells us, that he has 
been ** ἐπ tbe CaBiNET Councit of the 
old ‘Lawgivers;” that he is ** Jately come 


* from the Scuoots of Heathen Philofophers’’. 


€ 


^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ a ^ ^ 


Vol. 11. Pref. p. xiv. That as thofe 
Mafters made a Diftin@ion between Truth 
and Utility, and were famous for having 
an Efoteric and: Exoteric Do&trine, fo They 
were perpetually inculcating to the People 
what they did not believe themfelves. 
May one not therefore very reafonably 
doubt, whether Mr. Warburton has not 
learnt in the Schools, which He profeflés 
to be lately come from, what They taught 
there? Whether any one, but a good 
Proficient; would be admitted into the Cadz- 
net Council of the Old Lawgivers? Whether 
He has not learnt their Secrets? Whether 
therefore what He publifhes and inculcates 
to the People be not Exofgric ? Whether 

B 2 εκ 
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* it be not a Doétrine calculated only ‘for 
* the Public Good? And laftly, whether 
* He believes it to be 7z4e; more than 
* Plato; as he fays, believed a füture State 
: of Rewards and Punifhments ?^ 
. You will think perhaps, that This is 
puel too far; and that our Friend fhould 
not have preffed this Topic fo home. When I 
fhew'd him; that Mr. Warburton had obferv- 
ed in his third Edition, that ** the Princi- 
** ples, which induced the antient Sages. to 
ἐς deem it lawful to lie or deceive for the 
** Public Good, had no Place in the Pro- 
** pagation of the Fewi/h and Chriffian Re- 
* ligion.” p. 336. ‘ Be it fo, íaid he; 
* do not miftake me. I defign no more 
© than this; That if Sufpicions and Con- 
* je&ures are to be admitted in Oppofition 
* to exprefs Declarations, then it may as 
: eafily be fhewn, that Mr. Warburton does 
* not believe what He profeffes to demon- 
* ftrate, as that Plato. did not believe a fu- 
* ture State of Rewards: and Punifhments i D; 
If his Zeal for the Characters of the old 
Philofophers, whofe Morality he fo much 
admires, carried the good old Gentleman 
ep τὲς too 


OrnLrorsrAToms coded. 5 
too far, or made him exprefs himfelf with 
too much Watmth,: You muft judge :. I 
tell you the Fac. ^ At ahother Converfation; 
He open'd-hirafelf very freely upon the 
Manner of Mr. Warburton's treating his Ad- 
verfaries. . 1 ftand amazed, faid'he, at 
* the Advertifement lately publifhed in the 
*.fecond Edition of the fecond Volume: of 
*: Mr. Warburton’s Book. It is fo unbe- 
* coming, fo little like what ought to be 
* faid by any Man of Letters, that it is not 
* -eafy of late Years to match it. He hath, 
‘I know, the Examples of fome of the 
“ποῖ eminent Writers. that ever Europe 
*'bred, to;juftify himfelf in his perfonal 
* Abufesz, And he feems to follow their 
‘Steps in etegting his Throne upon a Heap 
* of Stones, asa great Scholar isfaid to have 
* done before him, ; that he might have 
* one always ready to throw at every Man 
* that pafs’d by him. He tells us himíelf 
* of an antient Writer, ‘ whofe envious, 
“γα ϊά: Temper, and. perverfe Turg. of 
«&- Mind, join'd to bis perpetual Delight in 
«, Contradiétion, gained him tbe great: Title 
“of Epitimeus, the Calumniator.’ ‘This 
** Man, fays Mr. Warburton, was rematk- 
dui B3 “able 


ὸ 


«c 
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able for a certain Mark of a da/e and 
alje&! Mind :, e was as.exceflive in his 
FraTTERY,.as in his Calwsnzy".- To | 
this Remark, ἃ He adds. 4 Reflection of 


Polybius on him, --- “In cenfuring the 
. Faults of others, he puts dn fuch an Air 


of Severity and Confidence, as if himfelf 
. were exempt from Failings, and ftood in 
no need of Indulgence.".. Vol. I. p. 113 


--14.)' Did the angry Writers of the laft 


Age, even the. greateft. of them, efcape 


.themfelves, when they took. füch Liber- 
ties with others ?: ‘Did they-efcape the fe- 


vereft Lafhes of Adverfaries; ! who-thought 
they had a Right to returnthe Coin which 
they had taken in the Republic of Letters? 

* It is hard to account for-this evil Spirit 
in fome that would appear, -- and fain 
would be:tredted-às Great- Scholam. Mr. 
Tillard, who has the Character of a ftu- 
dious, honeft, good Man, in'a fecond 
Treatife had owned himfelf'to be the 
Author of a Book, upon which Mr. War- 
burton had very freely made his Remarks, 

Upon this;: Mr. Warbwrtow publifhes an 


-"dvertifement in the fecond Edition of 


this fecond Volume. --- « * The Author of 
ü : * the 
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** the Pamphlet here examined hath lately 
* made a public Confeffion of his Author- 
* fbip, fign'd with his own Hand, .and 
* thereby faved bimfelf from all further Cor- 
** reétion of this kind. For He who zs fo 
* [off to Shame as a Writer to own what he 
** before wrote, and /o jb oft to Shame as a 
* Man to own what he hath now written, 
* muft needs be paft all Amendment, the 
* only View in Correction.” 

* Mr. Tillard had been treated, as Mr. 
* Warburton himfelf expreffes it, with very 
* little Ceremony, in his Remarks, becaufe 
* He had not put his Name to his firít 
* Piece. “41 had put my Name, fays Mr. 
‘© Warburton, to what I wrote, and he at- 
** tacks me without any. Had either I con- 
** cealed mine, or he zo/d his, he might then 
* have expected (if in other Refpects he 
* deferved it) what the ufual Commerce 
“© of Civility demands between People upon 
* equal Terms: But writing without 4 
* Name in the Manner he has done, is leaft 
** of all excufable. For when a Man's Per- 
* fon or Reputation is attack'd, I know 
* little Difference between the Ruffian, and 


“ the Writer, in the dark.’ Rem. p. 57. 
B4 « Thus 


8 Th Cox pvcr of the 

* Thus is Mr. Tillard treated. for writing 
« without a. Name. Upon this Mr. Tillard 
€ writes a fecond Book, owns the Former, 
*. and puts bis Name in the Title as Mr. 
€ , Warburton had done; and thus far they 
© were now upon equal Terms. What now 
** js to be done? Why, Mr. Tillard is ly oft 
« to Shame, as a Writer, to own what he 
* had wrote: before : And He is 5f to P 
‘© Shame, as a Man, to own what he. has 
* now written." Let us fappofe, that Mr. 

Tillard had told bis Name at firft: Mr. 

Warburton’ s Remark zz have been, 

that He was “ Jof to Shame as a Writer; ᾿ 

* becaufe now, when he has put his Name 
* by publickly owning that firft Book, He 
‘ * has this Imputation laid on him. How 
* then might he have expected, or if he 
* hád expected. would he have had, “" What 
ec the ufual. Commerce of Civility ‘demands 

e between People upon equal Terms?" Or 
f is it the ufual Commerce of Civility thus 
* to tella Man He i is ** loft to Shame?” Mr, 

s Tillard's. fft Book was not thought δὲ: 
neath Mr. Warburton’ s Pains to write 
* Remarks upon it. When the fecond 
d appeared, it was with a Name ? See now 


: the 


TNCS 
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* the Air with which this is treated. --- « I 
** fhall therefore, fays Mr. Warburton, but 
«€ do, what indeed (were 'it'any more 
* than repeating what he himfelf hath 
* difcovered to the Public ) would be 
* juftly reckoned the crue of all 
“ Things, tell the Reader- the. Name of 
“ this MISERABLE, which we find to be 
i y. Tillard.’ * Can you match this Piece 
ep Civility? Rudenefs, and Ill-Manners, 
* and Incivility’ is bad in every. Body; but 
* worfe ina Clergyman’ than in “any other ;' 
* and no Man whatever fhould put on füch 
* an Air of Confidence ' and Severity, but 
* he that is fure that he is free from 
* Failings;" and even fuch a Man, if he. 
* has a right Mind, will think that all 
, Men ftand in “need δὲ τ Indulgence, m 
I was with our old Friend Mr, P*** ἃ 
third Time. and then he afked me, Whe-. 
ther I had examined Mr. Warburton’ 8. Quo- 
tations with any 1 Care. Upon’ iny replying,, 
that I had taken it for granted, that {o, 
learned a Man would ‘certainly not impofe 
on his Readers, at leaft not willingly, He 
bad me reach him Mr. Warburton’s fecond 
Volume, and bring with me Clemens Alexs 


wndrinus, 
* You 
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: * You may remember, faid he, that to 
* give an Account of the Hieroglyphics, he 
* cites from. Clemens a long Paffage; and 
_ snares | him with a Miftake, **in making 
* the Epifolary. Writing firft in Orv€R or 
* Time, ‘which was indeed the Laft." It is 
*in p. 99-102. Now there is not in 
* Clemens one. Word, which fignifies which 
* was the Fir], or which was the Laf, in 
* OnpzR or Time, of thofe feveral Ways 
‘of Writing which the E Egyptians ufed. 

* Which of, them Was invented Εν, ox 
* which was Τα, muft appear from fome- 

* thing elfe, or it cannot be fhewn at all. | 
* Clemens is here fpeaking, not of the Order 
€ of Invention, but of the Method of feacb- 
“ing others what had long enough been 
* invented. before: And he fays, (a) Tbefe- 
* who are inftru&ed by tbe Egyptians, μη 
* ef all learn the Method of the Egyptian 
* Letters, which is called Epiftolary, or 
t Epiftolographic : : "Tbe fecond zs the Hie- 
ὴ ταῦῖς," which tbe facred Scribes ufo: The 
: laft- and final ds the Hieroglyphic. This 


ΠῚ Αὐτίκα. οὗ παι Anadilus παιδρυόμειοι πρῶτον 
pir πάντων τὴν Αἰνπ)ῶν γραμμάτων μέβοδιον € ἐπμᾶν- 
Sari, τὴν ἐπισολοίραφικήν καλεμέψην., Fevligay δε τὴν 
te seda ἣ ἡ χρώγ]αι oi ἱεροϊραμματεῖς. Ucdriy "ὦ τελευ- 
Ἴαίων τὴν iy Τὲφογλυφικὴν. Clemens. Strom ς. 

s then 


Or» Lreisra Toms canfider'd. τὰ 


* then was their. Manner of Teaching; but 
“as to the ORDER or Time in inventing 
* thefe feveral Methods of conveying their 
* Sentiments; there is not one "Word. 
* Whence: therefore is it, that Mr. War- 
* burton could difcover a Miftake in this 
* Paflage. of Glemens? Mr. Warburton’s 
* Words 'are, upon citing this Plate. —e 
* The fif ‘Mifake common to both [Por- 
“* phyry: and.Clernens] and: the natural Cone: 
**: feguence of that falfe Principle: is making: 
** the Epiftolary Writing ff? in Order of 
** Time, which: was indeed the laff.” - But 
* how does‘ it: appear from: this Paflage,. 
* that Clemens was under .dny Miftake, or 
* even fo much as thought of :which was 
* Firft or Laff, as to Order. of Time in 
* which  thefe. Methods : were invented > 
“Why, thus*Mr. Warburton: goes on,3-- 
* For that this was their Sentiment ap- 
“pears from Clemens’s calling Hieroglyphic: 
*. Writing, Useray x «τελευταίαν the laff and 
* moft perfect Kind." Clemens is not in 
* thefe Words {peaking of: the Hierogly- 
« phics, as' the /aft and suff perfect kind of 
* writing, ‘ but as the ἀν and final or finifh- 


* ing. 
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© ing Thing taught thofe whe. came .to be 

C fnfirucied." 

He mentioned. feveral "T: Quusiians 
(more than you would imagine) which: ap-’ 
peared to me very-much miftaken, or mif- 
applied; and rnade me read the Book a: 
fecond time. -Anid fince you defire the Re’ 
marks I made, I fend you now what accur’d 
to me in reading: Three or Four of his prin- 
cipal Heads: And I fhall begin with what 
he has faid on the Conduct ore the. antient 
Legiflators.: — . qm id 

The Point to be proved by Mr. Warhur- 
ton.is, That there is a certain: Difference be- 
tween Mo/es.and.a//other Lawgivers.. That 
Mofes never inculeated the: Doctrine ofa 
future State of Rewards and Punifhments ; 
which yet is abfolutely neceffary ta the Well- 
‘being of Society ;..and that. .4/ other Legif= 
lators did. . Hence he undertakes to demon» 
frrate the Divine Legation of Mofes frony 
Lis Omiffon of this Duisite  amang ihe 
yews. : "v . εἰ 

It is very: remarkable, ἄμε, when Mr. 
Warburton firft publifhed his Firft Volume, 
he attempted ta prove, that. the Legiflators 
of Old endeavoured to inculcate Religion, 


by 
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by making the Do&rine of a Providence 
in its full Extent, the grand Sanéfion of 
their Laws; with which their Syftems of 
Inftitutes were prefaced and introduced. And 
his Argument indeed required, that it (hould 
be fo, fince if only a prefent Interpofition of 
Providence was all that was inculcated by 
them, Mofes and They would be at leait 
upon the Par. He therefore infifted that 
the old Legiflators urged a Providence in its 
J'ull Extent, i. e. asit took in a future State, 
as well as the prefent, as the grand Sanétion 
of their Laws. In his laft Edition He has 
changed the Words, and very much the 
Seníe of his Propofition, by laying down 
this as his Point to be proved.--- The Legif- 
lators endeavour'd * to propagate Religion 
** by making the Doctrine of a Providence, 
* with which zz its full Extent they pre- 
* faced and introduced their Laws, the 
** grand Sanction of their Inftitutions.” In 
the firft Edition, a Providence in its full 
Extent was the grand San&ion of their 
Laws: In the laft,--- a Providence is the 
Sanétion of their Inftitutions; and they only 
prefaced and introduced their Laws with it 

in 
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in its full Extent. .But. neither the one, 
nor the other, of the Propofitions is true. 
That fome of the old Legiflators’ intro- 
duced their Laws with a Profeffion of the 
— Exiftence of Gods and Demons, and recom- 
mended a religious Obfervance of their In- 
ftitutes, is true: But that they Arr fo much 
as prefaced their Laws with the Doétrine of 
a Providence, either in its full Extent, or 
not; either as it takes in a future State of 
Rewards and Punifhments or not, is fo far 
from being true, that fome of them never 
introduced their Laws with any Thing about 
a Providence ; and even the Prefaces of the 
Three Legiflators which Mr. Warburton 
cites, do not fo much as mention a Pro- 
vidence in its full Extent. Maximus Ty- 
rius has obferved, as Mr. Warburton has 
cited him, that neither did Sohn, nor 
the venerable Laws of Draco, take No- 
tice of the Gods. This is charged with 
being an egregious Miftake. in Maximus 
Tyrius, and a Law of Draco’s concern- 
ing the Mode of worthipping the Gods is 
mentioned, p. 107. Allowing this, the Point 
to be proved was, that a Providence was the 
SANCTION of Solon’s or Draco’s Laws; or 


that 
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that their Laws were prefaced and introduced 
with it in its full Extent. That they might 
mention the Gods in their Laws, or provide 
for the Reverence or Worfhip of the Gods 
is one Thing; to make a Providence 
the Sanétion of their Laws is quite another: 
it is ftill a different Thing to preface their 
- Laws with a Providence in its full Extent. 
When Mr. Warburton had mentioned 
Zaleucus as an Inftance of one who had zz- 
troduced his Laws with the Doctrine of a 
Providence in zts full Extent, whether it was 
owing to accidental Forgetfulnefs of what 
he was to prove, or to real Want of Proof, 
or whatever elfe was the Reafon, ——- inftead 
of producing clear and pofitive Evidence in 
Confirmation of his Point, He digreffes for 
fourteen Pages together to prove againft a 
very judicious and able Critic, that the Pre- 
face to Zaleucus’s Laws was no Forgery. I 
enter not into that Difpute: Mr. Warburten’s 
Bufinefs was to prove, what Zaleucus is 
quoted for, and not that it was no Forgery: 
He was to have fhewn, that Za/eucus had 
made the Doétrine of a Providence the 
Sanétion of his Laws, or had prefaced them 
with that Dodtrine zx its full Extent. 
Ic 
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| Tt is true, that if any Lawgiver thought 
proper to go to firft Principles, or defigned 
to teacli his People the Foundations of good 
Morals, and upon them to build his civil 
Inftitutions : It was w/eful and much to the 
Purpofe, to enter fo deep into the Matter. 
And thus did Cicero, in Imitation of Plato; 
and thus did Pisto in Imitation of Zaleucus 
and Charondas. They prefaced or intro- 
duced their Inftitutions with Directions how 
Men ought to regulate their Lives ; what an 
Advantage it was to themfelves and to the 
Community to be virtuous ; and they told 
them how acceptable they would make 
themfelves by this Behaviour to the Gods. 
But this is not making a Providence the Sanc- 
tion of their Laws : Or if it be, I apprehend 
Mofes has done as much as this: No nor is 
it prefacing their Inftitutions with the Doc- 
trine of a Providence zz zts full Extent. 
* We are told indeed, that Arr the Le- 
- giflators of Old unanimoufly agreed in 
τ propagating - the Belief of a future State of 
* Rewards and Punifhments: but that there 
* was this very fingular Difference between 
* Mofes's Inftitution, and all the other In- 
- ftitutions of Mankind, that tho' he like 
ec ** them 
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* them taught an over-ruling Providence, 
* and a Religion, yet it was without the 
** Doctrine of a future State of Rewards and 
* Punifhments.” This is the Pofition in 
the Alliance af Church and State. Ttcan be 
no difficult Matter, one would think, to 
prove fo plain a Point, if the Fa& be true. 
The Words of the feveral Legiflators; or at 
leaft of many of them, or fome old Tefti- 
monies to fuch a Practice, may be produced 
and compared with the Words of Mofes ; 

and if it appears that they have inculcated a 


future State of Rewards and Punifhments; ' ' 


either in their Laws; or in the Prefaces to 
their Laws; more than Mofes has done, the 
Evidence will foon appear. But the Mit- 
Chief is, that Mr. Warburton has not pro- 
duced one fingle Inftance of any old Law- 
giver, nor can he produce One, that has 
made a Providence in 2s full Extent, either 
the Senétion of his Laws, or has taught that 
Doétrine in the Preface of his Laws. 

‘Let us defcend to Particulars.:: 

Zaltuss Laws had this Proemium’; 
which, if Itranflaté in many Places diffe- 
rently from Mr: Warburton; Y do it to ex- 

€ ptefs 
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prefs the Original more nearly. (4) ** Alt 
* the Inhabitants, whether of City or Coun- 
* try, fhould firft of all be firmly perfuaded 
* of the Exiftence of the Gods. -- Thefe Gods 
** are to be worfhipped and honoured as the 
* Caufe of all the real Good which we enjoy,-- 
** for which Reafon every one that defires to 
* render himfelf beloved by the Gods, fhould, 


(P) Tés κατοικδιας τὴν πόλιν i) τὴν χώραν πεν]ας 
“πρῶγον πεπαῦδαι χρὴ, xj νομίζειν Seas aver,—ospeSas δ 
χέτες Xj τιμᾷν, ὡς ἀντίος ὄντας ἁπάνηων ἡμῖν d[a3ev— 
duà Exasoy SE εἰς δύναμιν ἀγαθὸν avar xj πράξει x) 
προαιρέσει τὸν μξλλον]α ἔσεαι Seopan, χἡ πολίτην ὠμεῖ-, 
voya, ὀνομάζειν τὸν τὴν δυσίαν πεοίέμενον μᾶλλον τῇ καλοῦ 
à) δικαίκ: “Ὅσοις δὰ μὴ ῥαΐδεον πρὸς τᾶυτα τὴν δρμὴν 
genda, τὴν δὲ ψυχὴν ἔχουσιν éyninilor πρὸς ἀδικίαν, 
od" ἡμῖν παρηζελθω. IIo: Τοῖς ποιουἼοις πολί! αἷς x 
πολίτισι 3) συνόικοις μεμνῆδϑαι ϑεῶν os ὄνων, xy δίκας 
ἐπιπεμπόντων τοῖς ἀδίκοις. uy τίϑεϑαι πρὸ ὄμματων τὸν 
καιρὸν TE 7ον, ἐκ ᾧ [νεται τὸ τέλος inde τῆς ἀπαλλαγῆς 
σε ζῆν. πᾶσι ydo ἐμπίπ]ει μεταμέλεια τοῖς μέλλεσι 
τελευ]ῷν, μέμνημένδις ὧν ἡδικήκασιν, x, Gi τῷ βέλεϑδιαι 
πάν] πεπράχϑαι δικαίως αἰυ]οῖς. Διὸ. δῷ ἕκαςον παρ᾽ 
éxdsny πρώξιν del συνοικειὰν τὸν καμρὸν Ti]ovy ὡς d) Tee 
givla: so γάρ dv μόλιςα, TE καλοῦ x ϑικάιε gol] r&v. 
Ἐὰν δὲ παραςἣ δαίμων κακὸς τρέπων. πρὸς ἀδικίαν, dia- 
τείβειν πρὸς ναοὶς x, βωμοῖς X, τεμένεσ!, gevyorla τὴς 
εἰδικίαν, ὡς δέσποιγαν ἀσεβεςάτην, xj χαλεπωή)άτηνν ἱκέ- 
vívov]a τὲς Θεὸς συναπογρέπειν ἀυ]ὴν. ἰέναι δὰ xj πρὸς 
ἄνδρας δόξαν ἔχον]ας ἐπ’ ἀνδραγαθίαά. ἐἰκεσόμενος weed 
ξυδαίμονος Ble, x, κακῶν ἄνδρων τιμωρίης ἵνα ὠπο]ρέπῇ 
σῶν ἀδίκων ἔργων, δεισιδοαμμονῶν Sakuoves ἀλάςορας. 
“πάντας δὲ τιμῶν ΤΟΥ͂Σ ** οἱ κατοικβν)ες τὴν rons, x) 
Tols ὥλλοις νομίμοις τοῖς παϊρίοις' τὲς Sede. — ἸΠόλιν A 
φιλαιτέραν μηδεὶς ἄλλην dorado τῆς dv]& πατεῖδος, ὡς 
ϑεῶν πατρώων νεμεσώγτων. Stob. Serm. 42. 

I think this mutilous Place fhould be filled up with fome 
füch Word as θυσίαις, and read thus, — [dyJas δὲ τιμῶν])ο 
TMS SUTIN, He τι Av 


«c to 
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to the-beft of his Power, be good both in 
Praétice and Principle, and to efteem 
him a better Citizen who parts with his 
Subílance than with what is right 


‘and juft. But as for thofe, whofe Appe- 


tites are fo violent, as not to be perfuaded 
to thefe Things, but have a Mind eafily 
moved to Evil [or Injuftice] we com- 
mand thus: That-all fuch Citizens, Men 
and Women, and all Sojourners; fhould 
keep in their Thoughts the Gods; as ex- 
ifting; and ending Punifbinents upon tbe 
Unjuft ; and fhould fet before their Eyes 
‘that Time, when an End of Life íhall 


: happen to évery one. For Repentance 
"[or Remorfe ] happens to all that are 


about to die; who remember what they 


have done 4njwf) ; and they have a 


{trong Defire ^or With, that:they had 
heretofore done every Thing: as they 


‘ought to have done. Every’ oné there- 


fore ought in every Action always to fa- 


iniliarize that Time, as if it were prefent ; 
for by this :Means-he will keep up an 
exa& Regard to Virtue and Goodnefs; 


But if the wicked Demon ftands near him, , 
influehcing him to Wickednefs, he ought 
€ 2 M to 
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* to frequent the Altars and. Temples of 
* the Gods, flying from Injuftice [or Evil] 
* as the wickedeft and cruelleft Miftrefs, 
* praying the Gods to help to. drive her 
* away. Let him moreover. have Recourfe 
* to Men, who have a Reputation. for Vir- 
* tue, and hear them Difcourfe about a 
* truly happy Life, and the Punifhment of 
* wicked Men, that he may turn from a 
* wicked Life." 

Here Mr. Warburton ftops ; but he might 
have gone on,--- “ That he may turn froma 
** wicked Life, dreading the avenging De- 
. © mons, or, that always remember what is 
* done. Let all that dwell in the City wor- 
** íhip the Gods, according, to their Country 
* Rites.---Let no Man love another State 
* more than his own Country, becaufe the 
* Gods. of his own Country. are. difpleafed 
*€ with him for fo doing.".o: Ὁ. 

The Obfervations naturally arifing from 
this Preface of Zaleucus axe, - 

1. He {peaks of the Gods. with great 
Reverence and Refpect;, and he (c) begins 
with inculcating on his Peoples that. every 


(ἡ Καταβαλύμενρς, iei axaiviy VopoSeciar, ἤρξαὸ 
apa lov week τῶν ἐπεράγίωμ Diod. Sic. 1. 12. p. 84. 


Inhabitant 
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Ünhabitant ought to be perfuaded of their 
* Exiftence.’ But here is not'a Word of 
a future State of Punifhments or Rewards, 
as the Sanction of his Laws: No, nor are 
his Laws fo much as prefaced or introduced 
with any Notion of Providence “ zz zzs full 
* Extent.’ He fays, That the ‘Gods are 
““ the Authors of all the good Things 
‘*- which we enjoy:” | By which he means 
only the prefent good Things, whatever 
they are; the good Things, τῶν κα]ὰ asyov 
γιγνομένων, Which by any Means happen 
to us. And with a View to the obtain- 
ing thefe ** Good Things,” he fays, * He 
* that would make himfelf beloved by ‘the 
** Gods, fhould to the beft of his Power be good 
** both in Principle and Practice." Had he 
defigned to {peak of a future State, or to fay 
that God would. punifh Men hereafter, He 
would not have given this Reafon, why 
Men fhould keep their Minds pure and free 
Srom all Evil, ** becaufe God is not honoured 
* by a wicked Man;" but his Thought 
would naturally have carried him to have 
mentioned that Part of the Scheme of Pro- 
vidence, which would have ftruck much 
more forcibly on the Minds of Men. 

Cs : 2. He 
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2. He fays, that wicked ‘Men: fhould 
** dread the never-forgetting, or avenging 
* Demons." ^ Why they fhould do this, is 
not on account of any Notion of a future 
State, but to avoid prefent "Temporal Evils, 
füch as affe& private Families, or publie 
Safety. And that this was the only Ufe that 
was intended by inculeating the Fear of 
avenging Demons, will appear, when we 
come to confider Charondas’s Preface. 

3. When Zakucus fpeaks of the Punifb- 
ments which the Gods fend upon the Wicked, 
he fpeaks of them as doing it in-the prefent 
Time ; not faying what the Gods would do 
hereafter, or expreffing himfelf in Relation 
to Futurity, but 48 ἐπιπεμασύῆων, NOW Jend- 
ing the Evils. Mr.Warburton here mifleads 
his Reader by tranflating this Paffage thus.- 
The Fudgments they always have in Store for 
wicked Men; for by this he plainly means 
fomething that is future: but Zaleucus 
{peaks not of Judgments kept n Store, but 
immediately iffüued out upon: aoe 
When, 

4. He fpeaks of the Salis Gods of the 
Country being angry with any one that pre- 
fers or loves more any other Country than his 
a auth 
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own,---It was not with any View to future 
Punifhments or a future State ; but it whol- 
ly relates to their prefent State and Circum- 
ftances, ds Θεῶν πα]ρώων veuecevlor, The Tu- 
telar Gods would at prefent be angry, and 
not preferve them, nor take any care about 
them. 

Laftly, He adds, (4) that “ after the Gods, 
* and Demons, and Heroes, Parents and 
* the Laws and the Governors fhould be 
* next in Honour among Men that have 
* Senfe and Underftanding, and that would 
* be kept fafe.” It is not any future Pu- 
nifhment, but a prefent one, the Safety of 
the People or State, that is made the Ef 
fe& of honouring the Gods and Demons, 
and Laws that were inftituted for their great 
Security. So that from Zaleucus’s Preface 
to his Laws, nothing appears of any Notion 
of a Providence zz its full Extent ; much 
lefs is it made the Grand Sanction of his 
Laws; nor has Mr. Warburton proved, that 
the Old Legiflators meant a Providence in 


(2) Mele Θεές, καὶ Δαέμονας xj ἤρωως. "yore Te x) νόμοι 
y dex iles συνεγ [Us εἰσι Tals τιμαῖς wag’ ἀνθρώποις γοῦν 
aio καὶ ZOOHZOME'NOIZ. Stob. ibid, 


C 4 its 
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its full Extent : but has taken for granted 
what He was to prove. 

‘And indeed if one confiders it with any 
Accuracy, it is. impoffible it fhould be prov; 
ed, I would not willingly be difputing 
about a Word, and therefore muft previoufly 
obferve, That by the Sanction of a Law is 
ufually meant the Reward or Penalty an- 
nexed to any Law, in order to enforce its 
Obfervation upon the Subje&. In order to 
make a Law obtain its End, and to over- 
come the Pravity or the Obftinacy of Manz 
kind by working on their Fears, it was 
always cuftomary for, and Legiflators have 
thought it neceffary, Sancire fenis legum 
obfervantiam, to enforce by Penalties the Ob- 
fervation of Laws : And as Mankind have 
other Paffions and Affe&tions, which may be 
influenced as well. as Pear, it has been 
thought by all ‘Legiflators. not improper to 
lay hold of them too; and by encouraging 
Hopes by Promife of Rewards, to excite 
their Subjects to Rightnefs of Action. 

Mr. Warburton Y know has a Notion, 
* 'That the Sanction of Rewards. seither 
* was, nor could be, enforced by Society 
ff for the Obfervance of its Laws.” p. rs. 


What 
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What He means by this odd Language, to 
enforce the Sanétion of Rewards, I profes I 
know not. He elfewhere tells us, ““ That 
« Mojés deliver'd to the Ifraelites a com- 
** pleat Digeft of Law and Religion,--- and 
for the Obfervance of his entire Inftitu- 
tion he added the San&ion of Rewards 
and Punifhments : Both which we have 
fhewn to be neceffary for. the Support of 
** a Republic; and yet that Civil Society, 
as fuch, can adminifter only one, namely 
** Punifhments.” Vol. Il. p. 447. It is 
not worth while to digrefs fo far as to en- 
quire what is meant by thefe Paffages. It 
is fufficient to obferve, that Civil Society 
can reward Particulars for any eminent Ser- 
vices: nay it can by Law ena& Rewards for 
fuch as fhall merit them by their good Be- 
haviour, in particular Circumftances, whe- 
therit be by ordering Honours, or Money, 
or by any other Encouragement, which it 
may think fit to propofe. This is what Po- 
liticians mean, and all they mean, when 
they talk of the Sanction of Rewards ; and 
This, Society can give ; and if to this beadd- 
ed the Sanction of Punifhments, Thefe are 
| properly 
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properly called.“ the two Pillars of Go- 
** vernment." 

But then if the Good or Evil peopated 
by Legiflators in order to enforce their Laws, 
be fomething out of the Power of the Le- 
giflator to put in Execution, it implies an 
Abfurdity in them to make fuch Reward or 
Punifhment the Sanction of their Laws. 
The Penalties therefore, or the Happinefs of 
a future State, can only be annexed to fuch 
Laws as God is the immediate Author of ; 
becaufe God alone can put them in Execu- 
tion: and accordingly the Law of Nature, 
and the Οὐ» θέα Law, have a future State 
of Rewards and Punifhments for their 
Sanction. “But a Human Law, with fuch a 
Sanétion annexed to the Obfervation or Vio- 
lation of it, is the fame Thing as having ze 
Sanétion to it at all, becaufe the Legiflator 
cannot fecure'Obedience by that which he 
cannot execute. For, 

Let us fuppofe, that Zaleucus had been 
the Inftitutor of a Body of Laws; or any 
other Legiflator of Old had inftituted fuch 
Laws as Zaleucus did; and had made a fu. 
ture State the Sanction of his Laws,--. what 
muft have been the Confequence ὃ Suppofe 

that 
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that a wicked Man among the. Lerrians 
had been guilty of Murder, Theft, or any 
other Crime condemn'd by Zaleucus : The 
Law muft be put in Execution. Bid then 
the Man, as Zaleucus bids him, think of 
God as exifting and fending his "Yudgments : 
Tell him of a Change of Life, and of the 
Repentance he now hath: Tell him how 
much he now withes at the Hour of Death 
to have acted a righteous, juft and honeft 
Part: Tell him all that Zaleucus com- 
mands.—- And will not the Law be fully 
executed, when its grand Sanéfion is thus 
adminiftred ? If this be the Sazé£zon of the 
Law, it fhews the Abfurdity of making 
fuch a Sanction, and that Mr. Warburton 
has invented a new Sort of Language, which 
the Writers on Politics are Strangers to. 
Cicero very juftly calls the (e) Bekef of 
the.Gods, and of their Providence, their Go- 
vernment of all Things, their Knowledge of 
whatever.is done, and the Diftinttion that is 
(ἡ) Sit igitur hoc jam principio perfuafum civibus, Do- 
minos effe omnium rerum ac moderatores Deos: eaque quz 
geruntur, eorum geri vi, ditione atque numine: eofdemque 
optime de genere hominum mereri: et qualis quifque fit, 
- quid agat, quid in fe admittat, qua mente, qua pietate colat 
religiones, intueri: piorum et impiorum habere rationem. 


Cic. de Leg, Lib. II. 
uuo fo 
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fo be put by them between Good and Evil Men 
not the Senétion of a Law (which no Legit 
lator ever did) but the Proamium of th 
Law. He calls indeed thefe ( f ) Opinion 
Uszrvr, fince fo many Things are confirme. 
and fettled by Oaths ; and he obferves, tha 
the Fear of Divine Punifhments has reftrain. 
ed many from atting wickedly, But he neve 
looked upon thefe Opinions as the Sanction 
of his Laws ; but as Principles which hi 
would have the People fully perfuaded of 
as highly u/zful to make them good and juft 
No Argument, or Reafon for obeying : 
Law, is the Sanction of a Law, but only 
fuch Penalty or Reward as is annexed to the 
Law to encourage Obedience to it, anc 
which the Legiflator can put in Execution. 

You will tell me perhaps, that Cicero, 
{peaking particularly of Zaleucus and Cha- 
rondas, mentions Plato, as (g ) imitating 
them, and thinking it to be tbe Bufinefs of a 
Law to perfuade fomething, and not to di 
wipe ce ee 


divini fupplicii metus a fcelere revocarit.——Habes Legis Pro. 
cemium ; fic enim hoc appellat Plato. ‘bid. 


(g ) Quos imitatus Plate, hoc quoque Legis putavit effe, 
perfuadere aliquid, non omnia vi ac minis cogere. ibid. 


every 
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every Thing, by Force and Threats.:: He does 
fo: And if perfuafive Arguments are put 
into a Body: of Usopzan, or other, Laws, no 
creat Harm is done. But what Part of a 
Law is Perfuafon ὃ What Part of it is Ar- 
gument and Reafoning? Is that, in any 
Senfe, the Sanéfion of it? No. Mr. Ware 
Lurton has in,this very Settion,,;where he 
is recommending Zaleacus’s Preface as an 
adenrable Remain ;' He, 1 Ὧγ, has made 
— uíe:of another Term, I believe lefs common 
among ‘Legiflators than even Perfuafion.-— 
“To the cimimon run; fays he, of mote:im 
“* treatable and perverfe Spirits, Ηρ [Zaleue 
“cus]. preaches up the Doctrine of future 
*, Rewards and Punifhments.” p. 128. Is 
preaching up a, Doctrine.the fame as making 
it.the Grand Sanction of a Law ?:55]. 25 
But where is it. that Zalewcus “ preaches 
** upa future State of Rewards and Punifh- 
“- ments to the common Run of intractable 
** and perverfe Spirits i" What he fays te 
them is, That they fhould keep in their. Minds 
the Thought of the Gods, as exifting and fend- 
ing Punithments onthe wicked: Not ina 
future. State, as I ,have observed, but at 
prefent;. not in. the other World, butin this. 
ἢ Hc 


46 The Cox nv c T of the 

He therefore never made either a Providencé 
in its full Extent, the’Sanction of his Laws ; 
nor did he preface his Laws with it in zs 
full Extent; and therefore we are difap- 
pointed i in the Proof of the very firft Thing 
that is neceffary to. Mr. Warburton s De- 
monftration. _ ὩΣ. 

But perhaps Mr. Warburton means by the 
Word Sanction, wliatever in general may 
work on the Hopes or Fears of Men to en- 
gage them to obferve a Law. If therefore 
the Doctrine of a future State of Rewards 
and Punifhments will moft effectually work 
upon Mens Paffions, and make them ob- 
ferve the Law,--This may be called the grand 
San&ion of the Law. Be it fo. **'The Step . 
* then which the Legiflators took to propa: 
* gate Religion was, by making the Doc- 
* trine of a Providence, with which in ts 
* full Extent they prefacéd and’ introduced 
“ their Laws, the grand. Sanction of their 
* Inftitutions.” = 

I would obferve, 1. That Mr. Warbürtoh 
muft mean that Arr the Legiflators, Mofes 
excepted, did fo.; Now that it was not cuf- 
tomary for the Old Legiflators in general, 
to E their Laws with any Thing about 

the 
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the Gods; or a Providence, taking this in 
tts full Extent, or not, feems plain enough 
from what Cicero has faid. He mentions 
Plato, and the Two whom Plato follow’d, 
Zaleucus and Charondas, who prefaced their 
Laws with Arguments to move People to 
believe, that all Things were governed by 
the Gods. Had this been cuftomary to: ALL 
Legiflators, Cicero would not have rhen- 
tioned thefe Three, and only thefé, whofe 
Method He approved ; but He would have 
ufed fome univerfal Expreffion, that would 
have implied that ALL were wont to make 
the Divine Providence the Foundation of 
their Laws. He approved therefore this. 
Method rather than that of Others, who 
wrote Books of Laws or Politics without 
taking any Notice at all of the Exiftence 
of the Gods, or of a Providence: He ap- 
proved, I fay, Plato’s, Zaleucus’s and Cha- 
rondas’s Method of Legiflation, who began 
with inculcating a Providence, rather than 
that of fome others, who take Notice of 
the Gods, as it were only by Accident in 
their Laws. 

It does not then appear dar Arr the 


Old Legiflators did inculcate the Doctrine of 
a Pro« 
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a Providence, whether in its full Extent or 
not, in order to induce their Subjects to 
obferve their Laws. It does not appear that 
this was their conftant, uniform, wniverfal 
Method ; rather, that it was peculiar to fome 
only to ufe this Method. But then:if Arr 
did not do it, how will the Divine Legation 
of Mofes be demonftrated from urs Ozf- 
Jfon of the Docfriue of a future State, more. 
than the Divine Legation of others, who 
have omitted it as well as He? 

I have.already confider'd the Prooemium 
to Zaleucus’s Laws, and I think it may be 
fairly afked, where is it that He mentions a 
future State? Or what Words will prove, 
that he taught ἃ future State of Rewards and 
Punifhments? If the Words, which Mr. 
Warburton pitches upon, viz. What “ He 
« preached up to thofe of a more intractable 
* and perverfe Turn of Mind,” proves, 
that He taught or inculcated the Doétrine of 
Providence inzés fall Extent ; then Iam not 
without Hopes of demonftrating (for now I 
propofe to demonftrate.on fuch Data) that 
Mofes made a future State of Rewards and 
Punifhments.the Sanction of his Laws, ex- 

actly 
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actly in the fame manner as Zaleucus did. 
Let us compare them. 

Mofes {peaks of God not only as exifing, 
and every where inculcates that Doctrine, 
but he fpeaks of him as the righteous fudge 
of all the Earth, as the God of the Spirits 
of all Flefb. Gen. xviii. 25. Num. xxvii. 16. 
xvi. 22. And he bids the J/raelites fear 
this glorious and fearful Name, the Lord thy 
God. Deut. xxviii. 58. When God is 
called by Mofes, the God of tbe Spirits of all 
Flefb, in the loweft Senfe it fignifies, that 
He is the Lord of the Life of all; He in 
whofe Hand is the Soul of every living Thing, 
and the Breath of all Mankind, as it is ex- 
preffed, ‘fob xii. το. Do not thefe Paffa- 
ges of Mofes contain at leaft as much as Za- 
leucuss do, where he bids wicked Men re- 
member the Gods, and think upon their Na- 
ture? Mofes is not content with fuch low, 
lifelefs Language as Zaleucus is, but he fays 
with the utmoft Energy,---Bebold tbe Heaven 
and tbe Heaven of Heavens is tbe Lord tby 
God's, the Earth alfo, and all that therein 
75.--Be no more fliff-necked ; for tbe Lord your 
God is God of Gods and Lord of Lords, a great 


God, a mighty and a terrible, which regard- 
D eth 
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eth not Perfons, nor taketh Reward. He 
doth execute the "Yudgment of the Fatherlefs 
and tbe Widow. Deut. x. Zaleucus tells the 
wicked Man, that he fbould think of the fudg- 
ments which the Gods fend on fuch. And. 
has not Mofes urged this Topic in the ftrong- 
eft manner through feveral whole Chapters ? 
Is a future State proved from Zaleucus’s 
mentioning the Hour of Death? And does 
not JMofes mention the With zoe die tbe 
Death of the Righteous? Num. xxiii. 10. 
Or when Sudgments in general are men- 
tioned by the one, may not they be inter- 
preted by the ‘fadgments which the other 
has threatened, the terribleft Evils that could 
happen to Mankind, till zbey were deffroyed, 
and perifh becaufe of the Wickednefs of their 
Doings? 

I cannot therefore but conclude, that 
whatever are the Words in Zaleucus, from 
which Mr. Warburton concludes, that He 
made a future State of Rewards and Pu- 
nifhments the Sanction of his Laws, fimilar 
Expreffions in Mofes, or if Occafion be, 
much ftronger, will prove that Mofes like- 
wife did the fame. The Truth is, none 
of the Legiflators of Old ever made the 

Doétrine 
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Doctrine of a future State the Sanction of 
their Laws more than Mofes did: and con- 
fequently all that is faid on this Subje& about 
Sanctions, is either a new undefined Lan- 
guage of Mr. Warburton, or elfe it is pure 
Miftake and Confufion. 

Be it then granted, that ‘ Religion, 
* which teaches an over-ruling Providence 
* of Good Men, and the Punifher of ill, 
* js neceffary to Society.” — Mofes has 
* taught an over-ruling Providence, and a 
* Religion," as well as Zaleucus, and has 
' made it the Sanéfion of his Laws as much as 
Zaleucus ; and has extended his Notion of 
Providence as far as Za/eucus has done: And 
if fo, he has eftablifhed a future State of 
Rewards and Punifhments, as much as 
Zaleucus has. But to proceed. 

Charondas is mentioned by Cicero, as 
well as Zaleucus: And one may wonder 
that the Proemium to his Laws is not ex- 
prefsly cited by Mr. Warburton, as well as 
Zaleucus’s Proceemium was. The One is 
full as much to the Purpofe as the Other ; 
but neither of them will prove, that a Pro- 
vidence in its full Extent was either the 

Da Santtion 
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Sanction of, or contained in the Preface to, 
their Laws. 

In Charondas’s Procemium, there are thefe 
Inftructions : That (b) in all Confultation and 
Aétion Men ought to begin with the Gods: 
Jor it is beft to believe, that God is the Caufe 
of all thefe Things: That you ought to abftain 
from Evil Actions, efpecially to fhew your 
Concord and Agreement with God ; for God 
bas no Communion with any wicked Men.--- 
Let none behave impudently, but let every 
one behave with Modefty, as by that Means 
likely to have God propitious, and to obtain 
Security : for no wicked Man is beloved by 
God. --- You ought to fhew to Governors the 
fame Benevolence as you do to your Parents, 
obeying them, and paying them Refpetf. He 
that 1s otherwife difpofed will fuffer Punifb- 
ment from the tutelar Demons of the State, 

(2) Tes βελομένως x meat ]orlds τι ὑπό Θεῶν ἄρχεῶαι 
χρή. Τὸ yap ἀριςον ὥσπερ & παροιμία φατέ τὸν Θεὸν 
ἦμεν ἀιτιον πάγων Tejov. "Ἔτι Dé φαύλων πράξεων εἰπέ- 
xiu d) μάλισα Sid τὰν πρὸς τὸν Θεὸν ξυμβελίαν. 
Oud evds yde ad ine Θεὸν κοινωνῶν. — Μηδεὶς fco εἰναι θὰς, 
ἀλλὲ σαφρονεϊἼω ἕκαςος, εἷς τέῳ τευξόμενος Θεὸν ἵλεων X 
σῳ]ηείαν. Οὐδεὶς, yee κακὺς ϑεοφιλής. --- Χρὴ δὲ Xj πρὸς 
τὸς ἄρχον]ας ἕυνοιαν διαφυλάτηειν, καϑάπερ παϊρικὴν, 
ξυπειϑοῦν]ας X; σεβομένες. Ὥς ὃ μὴ διανδούμενος δυτω 
τίσει δίκην κακῆς βελῆς δαίμοσιν ἐσιόχοις. "Αρχογῇες yag 


* σ΄ ͵ x ~ t yf - 
ἐςιεχῦσι πύλεως X πολιτῶν σω]ηείας..-- Eco Lefisa adi- 
κήμᾳτα, Θεὸν καταφράνησις, &c. 

Jor 
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Sor bis wicked Intention or Will. Fer thefe 
Demons are the Governors and Patrons of 
the City, and of the Safety of the Citizens. -- 
Let Contempt of the Gods be deem d the great- 
eft Wickednefs.--- Thus far Charondas. 

The Queftion here is, how far Charondas 
made a future State the Sanétion of his 
Laws: Or how much he taught the Doc- 
trine of Providence in its full Extent in this 
Procmium? And I anfwert, not at all. He 
commands indeed, that all his People fhould 
learn what he calls thefe Prefaces, προοίμια: 
but it is evident here is no mention of a 
future State in them. Nay, the Punifh- 
ments, which the Patron Demons of the 
State were to inflict for any Crimes, were 
all Temporal, and prefent, fuch as affected 
the σωγμεία, the Safety or Security of the 
State. Thus e. g. One of his Laws is (7) 
That a Wife ought to be chafte, and not to 
admit any unlawful Converse with other Men. 
Why? Not that Adultery would-be punifh-- 
ed in a future State, but to prevent the An-- 
ger of the Demons, who furn'd People out of. 

' (ἢ Turdine. epp). χρὴ, X μὴ ρον χεδτᾶι συνεσίαν 


ἀσεβὴ παρ᾽ ἀλλων ἀνδρῶν, ὡς ἀπανώσης νεμέσεως παρὼ 
δαμιμύνων x) ἐξοικις ὧν xj ἐχϑροποιῷν. Stobze. Ser. 42. 
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their Houfes, and caufed Enmities and Ha- 
tred. Thefe avenging Demons were ἐςσιῦχοι, 
Lares, Houfbold Gods, and punifhed as fuch ; 
and all the Punifhment he fpeaks of as 
coming from them was ¢emporal, and fuch 
as affected σωγηείαν, the Safety. of the B 
politic, or particular Perfons. 

Here we fee what is moft probably this 
Meaning of dadsopas δαίμονας, the Demons that 
do not forget what is done by any Body, in 
Zaleucus. They were the fame as the 
esitxor, the Houfbold Gods of Charondas n 
and thefe punifhed (£) by turning People out 
of their Houfes, by occafoning Quarrels, Dif- 
putes, Hatred, and Averfion; So too, what. 
Zaleucus calls, veusealov Θεῶν, Charondas ex- 
preffes by dravdons νεμέσεως παρε δαιμόνων, Venm 
geance falling upon Men from thofe tutelar 
Gods. And*what this Vengeance confifted 
in, being exprefsly faid to be by turning 
People out of Doors, and creating Hatred, it 
is plain here is nothing relating to a Suture 
State in this Legiflator’s Preface, 

Let us next examine what: Cicero has faid. 
in the Progmium to his Books of Laws: 


(ἢ ᾿Ἐξοικιςῶν Xj ἐχϑροποιῶν. dbido. 0 ae 
He 
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He wrote for an Ufopiam Commonwealth ; 
the Others whom he imitated, and made 
his Patterns, wrote Laws for real States. 
If therefore he goes no further than they 
did, as to the Point now in Queftion, we 
may be fure, that it was not ufual for the 
Legiflators to make the Doétrine of a Pro- 
vidence in its full Extent, the Sanction of 
their Laws. : 

Cicero's Prooemium was thus, (ἢ) “ Let 
* the Citizens firft of all be firmly per- 
“ fuaded, that the Gods are Lords and 
* Governors of all Things ; that whatever 
** is done, is directed by their. Power,---that 
* they know what every one does,--- and. 
* accordingly they make a Di/tinétion be- 
* tween Good and Evil Men, Minds tho- 
** roughly imbued with thefe Things, will 


^ 


(4) Sit igitur hoc a principio perfuafum civibus, Dominos 
effe omnium rerum ac moderatores Deos, eaque que ge. 
runtur, eorum geri vi, ditione ac numine, —Et qualis quifque 
fit, quid agat intuezi, piorumque et impiorum habere ra- 
tionem. His enim rebüs imbute mentes, haud fane abhor- 
rebunt ab utili et a vera fententia.— Utiles effe autem has 
Opiniones, quis.neget, cum intelligat, quam multa firmentur 
jurejurafido ; quanta falutis fint feederum religiones ; qcam 
multos divini fupplicii metusa fcelere revocarit ; quámque 
fanéta fit focietas civium inter ipfos; Diis immortalibus inter- 
pofitis tum judicibus tum teftibus ? Habetur Legis Procemium. 
De Leg. ii, Ὁ 
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* fcarce ever avoid doing what is truly 
* ufeful, and Right in itfel£.--- That thefe 
** Opinions are z/z/ul, who can deny, when 
* he confiders how many Things are con- 
* firmed by the Religion of Oaths; and how 
** much Security the Sacrednefs of Treaties 
** affords; How many the Fear of divine 
* Punifhment does keep. from Wickednefs ; 
* And how firm muft the Society and 
** Friendfhip of Citizens be betwixt one 
* another, when the Gods are conceived 
ἐς not only to interpofe themfelves, but to 
** be Witnefles of what is done. You have 
** here the Proemium of the Law."--- 

The Laws themfelves have nothing to 
the Purpofe, unlefs it be contained (zz) in the 
Manner in which he orders Men to approach 
the Gods, or in the Declaration, that thofe, 
who approach the Gods without Piety, God 
bimfelf will punife. 

Which now of thefe Words, or what 
Propofition contained in them, teaches the 
Doétrine of a Providence in its full Extent, 
more than the Law of Mofes does? The 
Ufefulnefs of the Notion of a Providence to 

(z) Ad Divos adeunto cafté; pietatem adhibento ; —qui 
fecus faxit, Deus ipfe vindex erit. ibid. 


Society 
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Society is not the Point in Queftion : Mofes 
has urged the facred Tie of Oaths, and the 
Fear of God, and the Dread of his Punifh- 
ments, in as'ítrong Terms as Cicero, or any 
Legiflator whatever. Has Cicero faid, Let 
thofe who approach the Gods be pure and un- 
defiled: Let them be pious: God himfelf will 
punifh the Tranfgreffor ? Mofes has {aid the 
fame Things as ftrongly, nay more fo, and 
therefore fhould be underftood in the fame 
Manner at leaft, and in the fame Extent, as 
Cicero : --- Ye fhall be Holy, for I am Holy. 
Lev. xi. 44. Thou fhalt love the Lord thy 
God, with all thine Heart, with all thy Soul, 
and with all thy. Might. Deut. vi. 5. The 
Lord your God is God. of Gods,--- mighty and 
terrible, ferve him. Deut.x. 17.20. Does 
Cicero {peak of the Ties of Citizens to one 
another, and the Ufefulnefs of Religion to 
band them together, and make them love 
one another? Mofes has done the fame by 
exprefs Law, enjoining them to Jove their 
Neighbour as themfelves, Lev. xix. 18. and 
not to treat one another with Rigor for this 
Reafon, I am tbe Lord your God, Lev. xxv. 
43, 48. Does Cicero fpeak of God as being 
the e Jude as well as Witnefs of human 

Actions ὃ 
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A&ions? How frequently does Mofes {peak 
of God, as the Yudge of all the Earth; as 
the Fudge betwixt one and another ; as /ook- 
img on and judging? And if there be any 
Strefs to be laid upon the other Word, Wt- 
nefs, God is exprefsly faid to be Witnefs, 
and appealed to under that Character, Gez. 
XXX, WO. “ 

Take now- the Procemium of Zaleucus, 
of Charondas, or of Tully; and whatever 
Words zz them are fuppofed to contain the 
Doctrine of a Providence i its full Extent, 
the fame Words in Mofes (efpecially when 
they are much ftronger) muft be allowed to 
contain the fame Doctrine, and in the fame 
Extent. And if Mr. Warburton wil call 
fuch Doctrine the Sanétion of Zaleucus’s, 
or Charondas’s, or Tully’s Laws (let that 
Word fignify what he pleafes) it muft or 
ought to fignify the fame Thing in Regard 
to Mofes’s Law. So that hitherto Mofes and 
the other old Legiflators are at leaft upon a 
Par, fince no Difference can be produced 
in thefe Refpects, between them. It will ever 
be asked,--- How does it appear, that Cha- 
rondas, e. g. made the Doctrine of a Pro- 
vidence 7» its full Extent, the Sanétion of 

his 
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his Laws? If the Anfwer be,--- He men- 
tions the Duty of Begenning every ACction 
with the Gods; that a Contempt of them is the 
higheft Crime ; that they are the Caufe of all 
Things; that God has no Communion witb. 
wicked Men.--- Thefe Opinions,. as Cicero 
well fays, are Usrrut to the State: But 
do they imply a Providence in its full Ex-. 
tent, or only a. Providence.in. general? Do. 
they relate to what will happen to Men 
after Death; or only to what,, concerns the 
oe] ngha, the Safety and Security of the State ? ? 
Let the Reader judge. It is certain, that, 
there is nota Word i in the. Procemium to his, 
Laws, nor in. that of Zaleucus, or of Tully 
who imitated them, where a future State is, 
exprefsly mentioned, or ἃ Providence zz its 
full Extent ; ‘and, ‘there are. feveral which. 
confine the, Pupifbments of the. Gods or Dz- 
mons, to prefent Evils. So. that hitherto no 
Circumflance, no Faét, is produced by Mir. . 
Warburton, which proves a Difference be-. 
twixt Mofes, and all other Legiflators ; $38f 
leaft none fufficient to make the Founda- 
tion of a Demonftration, "aT ὶ 
“My βγῇ Objection. then to Mr. War bursa. 
ton’ 8 Scheme i is, That no one old Legiflator, 
that 
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that ever made Laws for the Government 
of any People, or that wrote even for an 
Utopian Commonwealth, ever made a fu- 
ture State the Sanétion of his Laws. My 
fecond is, that from-whatever Words Mr. 
Warburton attempts to prove, that Zaleucus 
or Charondas, in particular, mentioned a 
future State, or a Providence in its full Ex- 
tent, by the very fame it may be proved, 
that Mofes has done the fame. When there- 
fore He attempts to demonftrate (for nothing 
fhort of Demonftration will content him) 
the divine Legation of Mofes by the Medium 
of no future State of Reward and Punifb- 
ment in the Mofaic Difpenfation, He muft 
equally demonftrate the divine Legation of 
Zaleucus and Charondas, and Cicero; fince 
none of them,’ nor indeed any one elfe of the 
old Legiflators ever made a Providence in 
its full Extent, or a future State of Rewards 
and Punifhments, the Sanction of their. 
Laws. The moft they did was, to make 
the Doctrine of Providence, as all "Things 
were directed and. governed by it, as all 
Things were taken Notice of by the Gods, 
as they were the Avengers of wicked Ac- 
tions, fome Part of the Proemium or Pre- 
amble 
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amble to their Laws; or perhaps inferted 
this Notion into the Laws themfelves: But 
how far they extended their Notion of Pro- 
vidence, is no where faid. 

But Mr. Warburton has ** beg'd the 
* Reader always to have in Mind, that 
* when in the Sequel of his Difcourfe, he 
* meets with antient Teftimonies for the 
* Neceffity of Religion to Society, he may , 
** be confident, that the Doctrine of a fu- 
* fure State of Rewards and Punifbments, 
** was the chief Idea included in that Term.” 
p. 89. 3d Ed. 87. Let us comply with 
this Requeft, and take it for granted, that 
the Doctrine of a future State of Rewards 
and Punifhments is included in, or “ muft 
** be principally meant" by the Word Re- 
ligion. (Though this is a Point which Mr. 
Warburton ought particularly to have proved, 
becaufe he has labour'd to fhew, that by the 
Sewifb Legiflator thefe two Ideas were in 
Fact kept diftin& :) But let it be granted him 
for the prefent. Now, if the chief Idea, 
that is included in the Term, Religion, bea 
future State of Rewards and Punifhments, 
and if it be a Doctrine Effential to Religion 
in general; if it be the very Fundamental of 

: Fundamentals, 
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Fundamentals, as he affures us in the De- 
dication of the fecond Volume, p. xxiii. then 
the ‘fews never had any Religion at all, be- 
caufe they wanted what was effentia] to Re- 
ligion in general; nay, what was the very 
Fundamental of Fundamentals. Mofes there- 
fore gave that People no Re/igion at all: 
But all the Heathen World had Religion, 
founded on and fupported by the Doctrine of 
a future State of Rewards and Punifhments. 
So much happier were the Heathens, than 
thofe to whom Mofes was fent with a di- 
vine Legation. 

Mr. Warburton has laid down this as an 
Univerfal Truth, ** That the People through- 
* out the whole Earth, univerfally believed a 
** future State of Rewards and Punifhments 
** properly fo called." Vol. I. p. 306. third 
Edition, p. 332. Be this allowed; for I 
cannot but think it to be true. Now the 
Points he was to prove are, Firf, That 
there is a Difference between the Yews, and 
all the reft of Mankind ; or that the Jews 
did not believe what all the World befides 
univerfally did believe. And Secondly, that 
there is a Difference betwixt the Lawgiver 
of the Ju and Zaleucus, and all other 

Lawgivers 
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Lawgivers whatever, in that Mofes did not, 
and all other Lawgivers did, make the Doc- 
trine of a Providence zz its full Extent, or 
a future State of Rewards and Punifhments, 
either the Preface to, or the Sanétion of 
their Laws. I own, I cannot but think, 
from what I have yet feen, that Mofes may 
be proved to have made a. future State as 
much the Sanétion of his Laws, as any 
other Old Legiflator did; and that all muft 
be equally condemned, or equally acquitted 
by this Writer. Mr. Warburton ought not 
to fuppofe, that the ‘ews alone did not be-. 
lieve a Dodtrine which all the World befides 
is acknowledged univerfally to have believ-’ 
ed, ** even before Civil Policy was inftituted 
* among Mankind.” p. 9r, or g2. He 
owns too, that ** Mofes did not difbe- 
* lieve a future State." Vol. II. p. 449, 
479. Say then that Mofes believed a future 
State; and fay that Zaleucus did fo: The 
Subjects too of both equally believed it, un- 
lefs fomething very exprefs can be produced 
to the contrary. Now Mofes has at leaft as 
much of a future State in his Laws, as 
Zaleucus or Charondas has in either of theirs. 
If Mofes has not mentioned it exprefsly, 
neither 


* 
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neither has Zaleucus or Charondas. Or if 
you fay that thefe laft have mentioned it, I 

fhall fay that Mofes has as much ; nay more, 

as willappear prefently. Nor is it enough 

in Mr. Warburton to (hew, that Mofes never 

mentions a future State, for it may be fhewn 

that neither have Zaleucus, nor the other 

Legiflators here cited; and if any one of 
them has omitted to do it, the Demon- 

ftration taken from the mere Omiffon of a 

future State, defign'd in Favour of a Dzvzne 

Legation, will equally hold good for fuch 

other Legiflator. Should Mr. Warburton 

fay, that thofe other Legiflators /uppofe a 

future State as the Foundation and. Support 

of Religion : I fhall fay the fame of Mofes. 

In Truth, it was a Doétrine univerfally re- 

ceived and believed by ews as well as Gen- 

tives: and therefore all the Old Legiflators - 
eftablifhed their refpective National Re- 

ligions upon Principles already allowed and 

admitted ; and therefore had no Neceffity to 

mention that Notion particularly, either as 

the Sanétion of their Laws, or in any other 

Manner. And that this was the Truth in 

Relation to Mofes in particular will be feen 


prefently. 
Mr. 
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Mr. Warburton has told us, that future 
Rewards and Punifhments were not only ποῦ ' 
the Sanction of the Mofaic Difpenfation, but 
were. not taught in it at all: and that in 
Confequence of this Omiffion, the PEoPrE had 
not this Doctrine for many Ages. Vol. II. 
Ρ. 446. 

This is a .Confequence, which Mr. War- 
burton is much too hafty in Drawing. Sup- 
pofe I fhould argue in the very fame man- 
ner, --- Future Rewards and Punifhments: 
were not the Sanction of Zaleucus's or Cha~ 
rondas’s Inftitutions : nay ‘ were not taught 
** in them a£ z/" Therefore, ** in Confe- 
* quence ofthe Omiffion,” the Locrians and. 
the Crotoniates had not this Doctrine. They 
muft have been without this Doctrine, as 
well as the Yews, if being without it is the 
Confequence of their Legiflators not making 
it the Sanction of their Laws. If therefore 
Both thefe People had this Notion (as Mr. 
Warburton affares us, all had it unzverfally 
except the Yews) then by the fame Way by 
which thefe People came by it, the Yews 
might have had it, notwithftanding the 


Omiffion of their Legiflator. 
E But 
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But I am now enquiring into a Fact. 
* The People of the ‘ews had not this 
* Doétrine for many Ages." How is this 
proved? Mr. Warburton grants, ** That 
* Mofes did not di/believe a future State of 
* Rewards and Punifhments.’’ Vol. II. 
P. 479. and hence he draws this Confe- 
quence; “From my holding that Mofes did 
** not difbelieve a future State, it follows, 
** that all fuch Texts of Scripture as are 
* brought to prove, that the antient Jews 
* believed tbe Soul furvived the Body are no- 
** thing at all to the Purpofe ; but do, on 
“ thecontrary, greatly fupport my Opinion." 
ibid. Nay, He tells us, that ** Mofes weil 
** underftood it”. p. 449. Elfewhere we are 
told, **'Phat throughout all Antiquity we 
* do not find any civilized Country where 
* the Doctrine ofa future State of Rewards 
* and Punifhments was not of National 
*« Belief.” Vol. I. p. 88. 

The ‘fews then, Defcendants of fome 
who had this * National Belief,’ are ac- 
knowledged ** zo believe tbe Soul furvived. tbe 
* Body,” both here and p. 556. Mr. War- 
burton grants too, that ** Mofes being ne- 
** ceffitated to mention Exoch’s "Tranflation, 

«c it 
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** it could not be but that a fe parate Exiftence’ 
τ * might be infer’d, how obfcurely foever the 
8 Story was deliver'd." There is then no 
Occafion to produce Inftances from Mofes, 
which fhew very clearly, that the Yews did 
believe the Exiftence and Life of the Soul 
after its Departure hence. However I will 
add one Paffage, which Mr. Warburton has 
overlook'd, and that is the Prohibition in 
the Law to confult Necromancers, or Per-- 
fons that pretended to advife with the Dead, 
which fuppofes at leaft a popular Notion pre- 
vailing, that the Soul furvived the Body ; 
and not only furvived the Body, and con- 
tinued in mere Exiftence, but retained Con- 
{cioufhefs and Thought, and knew what 
was doing and to be done on Earth. And 
fo popular was this Notion, as to have a 
Law directed againft fuch Practices. Since 
Mofes therefore did not difbelieve, nay, well 
underftood the Doctrine of a future State of 
Rewards and Punifhments ; and the People 
believed, that the Soul furvived the Body, in 
the Manner I have mention’d: What Rea- 
fon is there to think, that they did not Ze- 
lieve a future State of Rewards and Punifh- 
ments, which their Forefathers, and their 
E2 Guide 
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Guide and Legiflator, and all the World. 
befides believed ? 

I do not apprehend, that the People of the 
Sfews, or any other Nation, entered into the 
Philofophical Notion of the Souls returning. 
into God, or into the τὸ ἕν, or τὸ σῶν, or 
whatever Whims much later Ages than. 
what we are now fpeaking of, produced. 
Nor can fuch a Notion be reconciled to the, 
Necromancy practifed amongft them. They. 
fuppofed therefore feparate Souls, feparately. 
exifting, : capable of being call’d out, and. 
confulted, as knowing more than we Mortals. 
know. If they proceeded thus far, it is. 
impoffible to prove the Negative, that they. 
did not believe a future State of Rewards. ' 
and Punifhments, unlefs pofitive, very clear, 
Evidence could be produced to the contrary. 

The Conduct of the Legiflators in Re- 
lation to their * making the Doctrine of.a 
** Providence, with which in its full Ex- 
* tent they: prefaced and: introduced. their 
* Laws, the grand Sanétion of their Inti. 
* tutions,” has been fufficiently confider’d : 
And if the Remarks I have made be juft,. 
the Confequence is plain. Before I have 
done with the Legz/lators, it will be proper 
to 
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to confider the next Step which they took, 
which was to ** affirm and eftablith the gene- 
‘© ra] Do&rine of a Providence, which they 
** had delivered in their Laws, by a very par- 
** ticular and popular Method of inculcating 
** the Belief ofa future State of Rewards and 
** Punifhments." p. 133. or 3d Edit. p. 131. 
The Attempt in the Third Se&ion was 

to thew, that the Legi/lators made the Doc- 
trine of a Providence in zts full Extent, 
either the Preface to, or the grand San&ion 
of their Laws. Suppofing this; then, That 
Doétrine muft have been in every Legiíla- 
tor's Inftitutes, Mofes's excepted. The De- 
fign of the Fourth Se&ion is to thew, that 
** the Nature and End of the Myfteries were 
« all the fame, to teach the Doctrine of a 
* future State.” p. 133. THE LEGISLATOR 
then taught, one would imagine, one and the 
fame Doctrine, both in his Laws, and in the 
Myfteries; and the only Difference was, in 
the one it was taught open/y; in the other, un- 
der the Seal oj Secrecy. One cannot but think 
too, that, The Legiflator, is of the fame Ex- 
tent in Both thefe Sections, and means Arr 
LecGIsLaAtors; and therefore that ALL took 
both thefe Steps, That of their Laws, and 
That of the Myferzes, to inculcate a future 
E 3 State 
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ture State of Rewards and Punifhments. 

Now that 4/Legiflators did not fo much 
as meddle with the My/ferzes, or concern 
themfelves about any fuch particular Me- 
thods of inculcating a future State, as the 
Myfteries taught, is indifputable. They had 
not the Myfteries, e.g. at Rome, in the Days 
of Romulus or Numa; nor probably till after, 
(i£ Mr. Warburton tranflates Sacrzficulus et 
vates right, which I much doubt) till after 
that a * little Prieft and Southfayer” brought 
them into Etruria. p. 172. 

But let us fuppofe that by rue LecIsia- 
Tonis only meant some Legiflators; what was 
their Method of Proceeding? It was, it feems, 
to “ affirm ἃ certain general Doctrine of aPro- 
*: vidence, and a future State, which they had 
* deliver'd in their Laws.” But this does not 
fcem to be the Cafe. "The Myfleries were not 
invented to affirm the GrxERAL Doctrine ofa 
Providence, but to explain a particular Branch 
of it: It was not to teach, or affirm, or efta- 
blifh a DoGrine, which was already, by Su ip- 
pofition, i in the Laws ; but it was ta ex- 
plain the PARTICULAR Doétrine ofa Pro- 
vidence, as extending to Punifhments or 
Rewards in a future Life. The AM fyfleries 
would have been in a great Meafüte ufe- 

lefs, 
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lefs, if the Legiflator made the Doctrine of 
a Providence in its full Extent public and 
open in his Laws. And fince Mr. Warbur- 
ton has proved the Ufefulnefs of the Myfte- 
ries beyond all Doubt, it cannot be imagi- 
ned, that the Legiflator fhould put into his 
Laws, which were open and common to all, 
a Doctrine which was to be taught under 
the rekgious Seal of Secrecy. ‘This is my 
Firft Difficulty. 

My Second is This: The Legiflator ἐπ 
tuted the Myfteries ; and He tells us, ** the 
* Myfteries were originally zmvenfed by 
** Legiflators.” p. 177, or 183. 

Clemens Alexandrinus on the contrary ex- 
prefsly affures us, that the Myfteries were 
invented by Philofopbers. I íhall cite the 
Paffage, when I come to treat of the dou- 
ble Doctrine. Butlet us here admit them 
to be not Pbubfophers, but Legiflators, 
Mr. Warburton then obferves, ** The Sages, 
* who brought them out of Egypt, and. 
* propagated them in Afa, in Greece, and 
* Britain, were Arr Kings or Lawgivers."' 
ibid. Now this is not fo certain ; unlefs He 
will fet up in Greece a Race of Women Law 

E 4 givers. 
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givers. For Herodotus tells us, (m) that 
Danaus’s Daughters brought the Myfleries of 
Ceres out of Egypt, and taught them to the 
Pelafgian Women i Peloponnefus. And 
thefe Pelafgian Women kept them up, and 
propagated them, till the Dorians drove 
the Pelafg out of Peloponnefus; and then 
they were all loft except among the Arca- 
dians. 

Again; Who was it that introduced or 
propagated the Myfteries in Italy? Was it 
not, as Ly tells us, a mean, pitiful (o) Greek, 
Sacrificulus et vates, a Prieft and Soothfayer. 
Did not he propagate the Myfteries firft in 
Etruria; and this to ἃ few only at firft, 
which afterwards by the Allurements of 
Drinking and other Pleafures fpread among 
the People ? Was not the Progrefs of thefe 
Myfteries to Rome the Effect of Private 
Perfons PRoPAGATING them without the 
Knowledge or Privity of the Legi/lator ὃ 

(2) Αἱ Aavad ϑυγατέρες ἦσαν dir τελετὴν ταὐήην BE 
AijUz]« ἐξαγαγῆσαι, xj διϑάξασαι τὰς πελασγιώτιδιας 
γυναῖκας. Herod. 1: 2: c. 171. 

(0) Grecus ignobilis in Hetruriam primum venit,—; Sa- 
crificulus et vates, — Initia erant, que primo paucis tradita 
funt: deinde vulgari cepta per viros, mulierefque. Additze 
voluptates Religioni vini et epularum quo plurium animi il- 


eerentur. Livy, . xxxix, 
Di dot ii ͵ 


a ἴα 
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ἢ... Let us allow that they were αἱ Kings 
or Legiflators that propagated thefe Myfte- 
ries; and allow too, that thofe Legiflators, 
who propagated the Myfteries, did by them 
inculcate the Belief of a future State; yet, 
ftill this is far from proving that this was the 
Practice of att Legiflators? What if fome 
Legiflator, or Legiflators, Zzvented the My!- 
teries in Egypt; and likewife that ome of 
the fame Sort of Men propagated them in 
Afia, and other Parts? There are certain- 
ly other Legiflators, fuch as Zaleucus and 
Charondas, who have not fpoken one Word 
about either the fecret Way of teaching a 
future State by the Myflerzes, or the open 
Way of making it the Sanétion of their 
Laws? Suppofe now that Mofes has not 
faid a Word about a future State in 5s Law, 
He is upon a Par with all fuch Legiflators 
as thofe ; and their Divine Legation from 
the Omiffion of a future State of Rewards and 

Punifhments muft ftand or fall together. 
Indeed were a Comparifon to be made 
betwixt Mofes and the Legiflators, who in- 
vented, or propagated, the My/feries, it 
.muft ftand thus: Mofes openly and clearly 
declared, and in 47s Law avowed the Doc- 
trine of the Unity; nor could any Myferies 
detect 
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dete& Polytbeifm, or fhew the Follies and 
Falthood of it, fo exprefsly, or more fo, than 
be did: He, as wellas all Others, equally 
omitted the Do&rine of a future State of 
Rewards and Punifbments in his Laws, which 
were defign'd for the Government of the 
State: But then He openly taught his Sub- 
jects in bis Laws, what the other Legifla- 
tors never taught im their Laws; viz. the 
moft important Doctrine of the Unity, and 
the Folly of Polytheifm. It was an univer- 
fally believ’d Notion, that there was a fu- 
ture State οὗ Rewards end Punifhments ; 
and therefore neither He, nor the Legifla- 
tors that invented the Myflerzes, deliver'd in 
their LAws that Doctrine : or if the other Le- 
giflators had, they would have had not much 
Occafion for that Part of the Myferies, 
where the fame Doctrine was taught in the 
utmoft Secrecy. And from theInvention of the ~ 
Myfteries this Conclufion may be drawn, 
that the Legiflators never made a future State 
the Sanétion of their Laws, nor prefaced 


their Inftitutions with the Doctrine of a ᾿ 


Providenee in its full Extent. 
But after all who are the Perfons 
that Mr. Warburton here means by THE 
LEGISLATOR ? 
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LecistaTor? It feems to be no more than 
SOME LEGISLATOR ; Somebody, upon pro- 
per Occafion, and at a proper Time (no 
Body knows who or when) invented the 
Myfleries. .'Vhe nataral Way of comparing 
the Conduct of Mofes and this Legiflator feems 
to be this: The Doctrine of a future State 
(when I fay a future State, I mean, that of 
Rewards and Punifhments after the Soul is 
gone out of this Body) This Doctrine was 
umverfally believed. Mr. Warburton ac- 
knowledges it to be univerfally believed by 
all except the ‘fews; and I maintain that. 
They, as well as the Heathen World, e- 
Keved it ; and there are Paffages in the Law 
of Mofes, which plainly enough intimate an 
Opinion received and Ze/reved, that the Souls 
of Men exifted after their Departure hence ; 
more plain and more exprefs than any that 
can be produced from any Legiflators, which 
Mr. Warburton has named to prove fuch a 
Belief amongft their Subjects. This Doc- 
trine was univerfally believed. Now Mofes, 
as a Legiflator, was to lay down Laws. to 
the ews, and he was to incorporate their 
National Religion into their Civil Law. This 
was done, not by inculcating what was uni- 

verfally 
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verfally received and believed to be true by 
them; but by inculcating fuch Points as 
were to make the National Religion of the 
ες. And in this he did exa@tly what 
thofe other Legiflators did : What was u/eful 
to the State, he admitted into the Body of 
his Laws; and fo far as it was ufeful to 
the State: But further than That, neither 
He nor Zaleucus concerned themfelves. 
Whether this be a fufficient Reafon or not 
for Mofes's not infifting on, and inculcating 
a future State of Rewards and Punifhments 
more particularly, I fubmit to you. It is 
enough for my Purpofe to have fhewn, 
that He made it as much the Grand Sanc- 
tion of nis Laws, and has affirmed it as 
much as the Inventors of the Myfteries did 
in their Laws; or as Others did, who did 
not concern themfelves with the Myferies 
at all. The Confequence is fo plain, that 
I need not repeat it, v/z. If a Divine Le- 
gation can be proved by the Medium of no 
future State of Rewards and Punifbments 
mentioned in a Body of Laws, the Divine 
Legation of αἰ thofe, who have in their 
Laws never mentioned fuch a State, will be 


equally demonftrated, 
Let 
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Let us now look back, if you pleafe, up- 
on what Mr. Warburton undertook to prove, 
and review the manner in which he has at- 
tempted to prove his Point. The Thing to 
be firft proved was, ** that the inculcating 
* the Doctrine ofa future State of Rewards 
* and Punifhments is neceffary to the Well-. 
* being of Society." The Proof of this is 
taken from ** the Condu& of Legiflators and 
** Inftitutors of Civil Society." What now 
is'their Conduct? 

d They ** pretended an extraordinary 
« Revelation from fome. God." That many 
of the Heathen Legiflators did this, is cer- 
tain: But if one may guefs at the Ends they 
propofed by This, it was not for the Sake 
of Religion, but to gain the eafier Re- 
ception of their Inftitutions; and that the 
People fhould not eafily throw off what was 
contrived for their Good. (5) No, fays Mr. 
Warburton, 'Vhofe Legiflators did not pre- 


. (9) The Scholiaft on Homer, {peaking of Minos Ody. 7. 
fays, φασὶ δὲ ἕγεροι, ὃς ταῖς τῶν Cactrtav χνώμαις καὶ ῥα- 
δίως πείϑονται δι “ποτέαν μένοι" avibyle ἂν ἀυ]ὸν εἷς τὴν 
"]dw διὰ ἐννεατίας συνθ ναι νῦμες, x) φέφον]α d'iaCeCau- 
Edu, ὡς ὑπὸ τῇ Διὸς Gev d'ed'op&vot. [Rs fay that becaufe 
Subjeéts do not eafily obey the Determinations of Kings, there- 
fore he pretended his Laws were given by Jupiter. Plato gives 
this Reafon for it, that thofe Laws were and ought to be 
looked upon.as facred and unalterable, fince they were made 
by the Gods; De Leg. 1. 


tend 
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tend to extraordinary Revelation, ** for the 
** Introduction and Reception of their 
* Laws," p. 10 5. Let Mr. Warburton rea- 
fon as much as he pleafes upon this Head, 
he contradicts it all by an exprefs and clear 
Fac, no farther than thirteen Pages off, 
where he cites Pythagoras, as “ teaching his 
* Scholars as the moft efficacious way of eftab- 
ep ifhing Civil "fuffice, to propagate the 
** Opinion of the Gods having an intimate 
* Intercourfe with Mankind,” p. 118. 

His next Affertion i is, That the Pretence 
of having their Laws from fome God or 
Goddefs ** was not for perpetuating their In- 
* ftitutions.” I admit that it was not de- 
figned by a// of them to perpetuate, or make 
their Inftitutions continue for ever ; and think 
_ that it was principally that the People fhould 
pay a decent regard to, and not wantonly 
throw off what was defigned for their Bene- 
fit. However, if Mr. Warburton means, 
that none of Thefe Legiflators did do it with 
a Defign to perpetuate their Laws, He fays 
this again at the Expence of a Contradiction, 
fince he owns that Lycurgus did attempt to 
make his Laws perpetual. So that we have 
Pythagoras and Lycurgus pretending to Infpi- 

"ration, 
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ration, or rathes Revelation, for Civi] Pur-- 
pofes not Religious ones: and the Reafons 
that induced them fo to act, might naturally 
induce Others to act for the fame Ends. 
The Second Step of Mr. Warburton, is to 
fhew, That the Legiflators ** made the Doc- 
** trine of aProvidence, with which in z¢s full 
<< extent they prefaced their Laws, the grand 
** Sanction of their Inftitutions.’ Upon 
Examination, it appears that not Ove of them, 
not Zaleucus, not Charondas, not Cicero (the 
only ones whom he has appeal’d to for this 
Fact,) has done what he fays they αὐ did. 
Mofes has done it as much as any of them; 
and yet he attempts to prove that Mo/es has 
never done it. 
The Third Step is, ** Tue Legiflator 
** efablifhed the grand Doctrine of a future 
* State of Rewards and Punifbments, by a 
* very particular and popular Method” of 
inculcating the Belief of fuch a State, viz. 
by the Myfteries. Who now is meant by 
Tue Legiflator? Or what is Tue Legifla- 
tor, unlefs he fpeaks of A Legiflator, Some- 
body under that particular Circumftance or 
Quality. Somebody or other contrived the 
Myfteriesin Egypt: Some that liked them 
brought 
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brought them out of Egyft,and propagated | 
them. But were Thefe atx Legi/lators that. 
did fo? No. This is contrary to certain Fact. 
Does he mean, that ALL Legiflators incul- 
cated the Belief of a future State of Rewards 
and Punifhments? ‘This is contrary to Fact 
likewife; at leaft the Fact has not been pro- 
ved. Does He argue from this Connedtion, : 
That They at taught the Exiftence of God; 
--- therefore Religion --- therefore a future 
State; and that this Connection is neceffary ὃ 
If fo, then this will be a conclufive Argu-. 
ment that Mofes likewife taught a future 
State: If the Connection be mot neceffary,. 
then ‘how will it be proved that the Ozber- 
Legiflators taught or inculcated a Future 
State? If then Mofes has done exactly the 
fame that Other Legiflators did, the De- 
monftration for bis Divine Legation from the 
Medium of no future State, will be equally 
ftrong for Them and for Him. 

I intended once to have releafed you here 
from any further Remarks on the Condu& 
of the antient Legiflators, But I will pro- 
ceed, and obferve, That neither Triptolemus, 
nor Draco, nor Solon, as far as appears, ei- 
ther prefaced their Laws with the Doctrine 
of 
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of a Providence in zs full extent; nor can 
any thing which they have faid be conftrued 
Ío as to infer that any of them made the 
Doctrine of a Providence the Sané£on of their 
Laws, or the grand Sanction of them, more 
than Mofes did. The moft that any of them 
did, was, in general Terms, to command a 
Reverence to the Gods, or to order in what 
particular manner they fhonld worthip them. 
e.g. There were thefe three Laws of Trip- 
tolemus, the moft antient Legiflator of the 
Athenians, which Xenocrates mentions as 
remaining at Xleufis. Τονῶς τιμᾶν. Osis καρποῖς 
ὠγἄκλειν. Zás μὴ cives. Honour Parents. Pay 
ΟΡ to the Gods, with tbe Fruits of the 
Earth. Do not hurt Animals. Porphyry 
has well obferved, (4) that the two firft of 
thefe are very γε} and fitting ; for we ought 
to return Good to our Parents, whobave been 
fuch Benefattors to us; and to pay our Fir 
Fruits to the Gods out of thofe ufeful Things 
which they have given us. Of the third 
there is fome Doubt of its Meaning; and St, 

(Ὁ Tes μὲν ἦν δυο, καλῶς παραδοθῆναι. A& γὰρ τὸς 
μὲν γονξῖς, ἐνεργέτας ἡμῶν “γεγενημένους, ἀντευπαιεῖν ἐφ᾽ 
ὅσον ἐνδέχεται : τοῖς ϑεοὶς d, dp ὧν ἔδωκαν ἡμὴν 
φφελίμων εἰς Tey Βίον ἀπαρχὰς wmode. Teel δὲ 78 


7gírov διαπορέι, τί πόϊε διανοηϑεὶς ὃ Τριπήόλεμος πα- 
φρήϊγειλεν ἀπέχεϑϑαι τῶν ζώων. — Porph. de Abf. li. iv. 
F 
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gferom c. Fovinian, \. 2. underftands it of 
not (r) eating Flefb. Now, is this Mode 
of Worfhip, exprefs’d in the Manner that 
This is by Triptolemus, any Sanction, or de- 
figned as a Sanction to his Laws? Or can 
you perceive in thefe Words any Thing about 
a Providence in its full Extent? Solon does 
not feem to have done fo much as Tripto- 
lemus or Draco did: We know of no Jn- 
troduction to his Laws, about a Providence, 
whether in its ful] Extent or not: And Mr. 
Warburton only tells us; that He provided 
for the due and regular Celebration of the 
Myfteries, p.107. When Solon. had made 
his Laws, (s) a// Draco’s Laws ceafed to be 
obferved, except only what related to Murder ; - 
as Elan affures us: and confequently, if 
Draco did make a Law to honour the Gods 
in fuch a particular Manner, and declared 
it to be perpetual, ἀιώνιος, yet at this Time it 
ceafed to be in Ufe. 

But Solon provided for the regular Cele- 
bration of the Myfteries. Granting this: 


(r) Xenocrates Philofophus de Triptolemi legibus apud 
Athenienfes tria tantum przcepta in templo Eleufine refidere 
fcribit: Honorandos Parentes; venerandos Deos; carnibus 
non vefcendum. Hieron, adv. Jovinian. 1. 2. 

() Kes τότε ἐπαύσαντο Αϑηνοῶοι χρώμενοι τοῖς Agd- 
κοιἿος «-- paves δὲ ἐφύλαξαν τὰς govinds ἀν]. JElian. 


J. viii. c. 10. 
What 
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What is.this to the making the Do&rine of 
a Providence in its full Extent, either a Pre- 
face to, or the grand Sanétion of his Laws? 
The making a Body of Inftitutions is one 
Thing: the Provifion for a due and regular 
Celebration -of the Myfteries is another : 
And how “ confiderable a Part foever of 
Divine Worfhip thefe were," or of what 
* Importance foever to the very Effence 
** of Religion," yet thefe were not Prefaces 
to Laws, nor declared to be the ‘grand Sanc- 
tions of them. 

To go ftill higher. Minos pride to 
an Intercourfe with ‘fupiter, and he con- 
fulted him (2) every ninth Year, as Homer 
tells us. This Legiflator, defigning to cor- 
rect and amend what was faulty or defec- 
tive in his Inftitutions, was wont to retire 
into a Cave at the End of eight Years, and 
then pretended there to have had a Con- 
verfation with Fupiter. The Reafon of this 
Pretence, (u) Plato has truly given us; not 
to procure by the Influence of any Notion 
of a Providence in its full Extent, an Ob- 


Μίνως 
EO "Eriójéi βασίλευε dude pedis δαριςῆς. Hom. Od. 
T: 179. 
(2) Ὦς "dila καλῶς κῶνται, ϑ νων Seay. Plato de 
legib. ]. 1. p.655. ] 
2 fervation 
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fervation of the Laws, but that αὐ Laws 
were right and good fince tbe Gods gave them. 
{would here ask, Was there any Preface 
to his Laws? Or if there ‘was, did it con- 
tain the DoGrine ofa Providence in its fil 
Ewtent? The Point is not, what any of 
thefe Legiflators thought themfelves about.a 
future State: fot Mo/es is acknowledged to 
beheve fucha State, as much as Minos, or 
Lriptolemus, or Draco: But, what did Mz- 
nos make the Introduétion to, or the grand 
Sancfion of his Laws? It is allowed, that 
fome of the antient Legiflators ordered or 
commanded a Worthip-or Reverence of the 
Gods: That Arr did even That, is more, 
I think, than can be proved. However 
Mojfes has done it vaitly more, and ‘more 
particularly, than any of them ever did, or 
perhaps than all of them. puttogether. Mr. 
Warburton therefore fhould ‘not take it for 
granted, that Ari. thefe Legiflators prefaced 
their Inftitutions with the Dodtrine of a 
Providence in its full Extent; and Ἰεῖς 
fhould he do this in a Demonftration ; when 
he knows, that neither their. Laws, nor the 
Prefaces to them (if ever they had any) 

are 
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are extant, nor has any Body told what 
they contained. 

But let us fappofe, that Mr. Warburton 
is able to prove his Affertions to be true of 
Friptolemus, Drace, Solon, Zatewcus and 
Charondas, and many others, — that all thefe 
prefaced their Laws with the Doctrine of a 
Providence in zts fall Extent; yet before 
his Demonfiration will be compleat and fa- 
tisfactory, He muft thew the fame of Za- 
molis, Zathraufius, Lycaon, and Axx the 
reft of the Tribe of Legiflators, whofe 
Names we know, and nothing elfe, It is 
an eafy Thing to fay, that ** there never 
* was, in any Age of the World, from 
** the moft early Accounts of Time to this 
* prefent Hour, any civil, polifh'd Nation 
“ or People, who had a Religion, of which 
* the chief Foundation and Support was not 
* the Doctrine of a future State of Rewards 
** and Punifhments.” p. 86, Be it grant- 
ed: The Queftion now is,-— Whether Arr, 
Legiflators have in their Laws, or in their 
Prefaces to them, urged this Doctrine as a 
Motive to the People to obferve their Laws ὃ 
Have they /4// laid it down as a Principle, 
that the Gods would punifh. the refractory 

P3 ^. and 
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and difobedient, either here or hereafter ? 
Have they 4// urged upon the People the 
Notion of a Providence in its full Extent? 
‘No, Mr. Warburton has not inftanced in 
one that has done it expre/sly. But inftead of 
"this, a Confequence is, drawn from the bare 
mention of the Gods, either in the Laws 
themfelves of fome, or in the Prefaces of 
Others ; even where the Legiflator has ex- 
prefsly confined his Thought to a prefent 
Interpofition of Providence for the prefent 
Safety and Security of the People. 

But you will fay perhaps, that the Con: . 
nexion ftands thus. Wherever there was a 
Worfpip of the Gods, there was a Religion : 
Wherever there was Regio, the chief 
Foundation and Support of that was the 
Doctrine of a future State of Rewards and 
Punifhments, except only among the "Yewi/b 
People: And therefore if any Legiflator 
commanded the Worfhip of the Gods, ‘That 
was enough to fhew, that a. Providence in 
its full Extent was made, or taught, as the 
grand Sanction of their Laws, 

I am not now enquiring into a Point of 
Reafon, but into a Matter of Fac: How 
pr the old Legiflators did iz Fac inculcate 

the. 
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the Notion: of a Providence in its ful] Ex- 
fent in their Laws, or in the Introductions 
to them. Now Zaleucus and Charondas, 
(and for ought that appears to the contrary, 
all the reft) extended their Notions of a 
Providence in their Laws, or Prefaces, only 
to the prefent Safety of their People. Their 
avenging Demons executed only a prefent 
Punifhment, according to their Laws, or 
the Preambles to them ; and it is more na- 
tural to believe, that the Sanctions of Laws, 
which are the pofitive Commands or Pro- 
hibitions of a temporal Superior, fhould be 
fuch as a temporal Superior could put in 
Execution. Here therefore Mr. Warburton 
fhould have been full in his Proofs, and 
not have put his Reader off with a Sentence 
of Mr. Bayle, That all the Religions of the 
World, true or falfe, turn upon this Pont, 
that there is a Fudge invifible, who punifhes. 
or rewards after this Life, both the internal 
and external A€tions of Men. p. 87. 

My firft Remark on thefe Words of Mr, 
Bayle is, That He makes no Exception for 
the Fewi/h People, as Mr. Warburton has, 

My fecond is, That fuppofing it to be 
true, that Arr Religions turn upon this, 

F 4 that 
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that there is a. future State of Rewards and 
Punifhments, yet Arr Legiflators may not 
from thence imagine, that zbe;r Laws have, : 
or ought to have, the grand Sanction of a 
future State of Rewards and Punifhments to 
enforce Obedience. And 

Thirdly, If fome of the Legiflators fhould 
have made a Providence in its full Extent, 
the grand Sanction of their Laws ; Others 
might not confider a Providence in its full 
Extent neceffary to fecure Obedience from 
their People; but only a Providence extend- 
ing to Civil Affairs. 

When Mr. Warburton immediately adds, 
that Mr. Bayle, ** thinks, that it was the 
* Utility of that Doctrine, which fet the 
* Magiftrate upon inventing a Religion for 
* the State.” p. 87. I cannot but take No- 
tice, that Mr. Bayle has faid no fuch Thing ; 
neither about the Magiftrate; nor his in- 
venting a Religion ; nor his inventing it for 
the State ; nor its Utility to the State. But 
do you confult his Article of Spinofa re- 
fer'dto: Rem. E. I return to my Sub- 
jock. 

.. We know more of the old Roman Law 
and Legiflators, than we do of any other 
Nation 
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The Laws. of Romulus and Numa concern- 
ing facred Things were not a few; and 
Both of 'Fhofe Kings thought it right to 
imprefs and fix a Notion of Reigzan upon 
that rude, uncivilized, fierce People. Ro- 
mulus order'd, that no public Bufinefs fhould 
be done without confulting the ufpices; 
that facred Affairs fhould be managed’ or 
tranfacted only by fuch certain Perfons; 
that no one fhould give into any fabulous 
Stories of the Gods; that they fhould not 
worfhip any foreign Deities, Faunus ex- 
cepted, Cc. But not a Word appears of a 
Suture State of Rewards and Punifhments, 
or a Providence in its full Extent im all thefe 
Laws; nor did He make any Preface of 
that Kind to them. Numa, as much as he 
concerned himíelf about Religious Matters, 
did not make any Introduction to his Laws. 
about a Providence in zfs full Extent. He 
appointed a Flamen Dials; Martialis, Qui- 
rinalis, a Pontifex maximus, four Veftal 
Virgins, the Saiz, and other facred Perfons. 
But as to the Doctrine of Providence, he 
left it as it was; and put no Preface about 
it, as far as appears, to his Laws; nor did 

he 
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he enforce Obedience to them by denoun- 
cing Punifhments in a future Life. ΑἹ] that 
he intended or defigned was only to teach. 
the People, that (x) the Gods took Notice of 
human Affairs, and concerned themfelves 
with them at prefent. 

If we go on to the Laws of the XII Ta- 
bles, which were principally taken from 
the Laws of Solon.--- The eight. firft Tables 
contained the Laws about Private Right, the 
Ninth contained what related to Public 
Right: The Tenth was about Sacred Right. 
In this one might expect to find, if any 
where, the Do&rine of a Providence made 
the Sanction of thefe Laws. But inftead of 
that, I do not fo much as find the Word, 
Gods, or Providence, or any Thing that im- 
plied any Notion of them in all that remains 
of the XII Tables ; unlefs you can infer any 
thing from the Word, Oath: And let me 
obferve, the Roman Lawyers fay, ( y ) The 
Punifbment of Perjury from the Gods was 
Destruction, from Man lgnominy and 
Difgrace. 


(x) Deos intereffe rebus humanis, Liv. I. 1. 
. Quod autem non Judex, fed Deus ipfe vindex conftituitur, 
ies pez metu religio confirmari videtur. — Cic. de 
Leg. l. 2. 


zi 


(9) Pexjurii poena divina exitium, humana dedecus. idid. 
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Mofes is then upon the fame Footing at 
leaft with all thefe antient Legiflators: His 
Notions of a Providence are as exténfive 
as theirs: His Words ought in common 
Juftice to be conftrued as extenfively as 
theirs ; or their Words reduced to the Ex- 
tent of his. And if the bare Omiffion of 
a future State in any Body of Inftitutes be 
fufficient to prove the Divine Legation of 
fuch Legiflator, Do you judge how many 
of the antient Legiflators will have a Claim 
to a Divine Miffion as well as Mofes. 

Thus much for the Conduct of Legifla- 
tors and Inftitutors of Civil Society. I íhall 
next confider what Mr. Warburton has of- 
fer'd about ** the Opinions of all the Learn- 
.** ers and Teachers of Wifdom in the 
** Schools of antient Philofophy." p. 86. 


I do not defign by this to examine at 
large what he has offered upon this Head, 
but I fhall confine myfelf principally to 
what He himfelf thinks may be deemed an 
* gnreafonable and licentious Paradox," 
concerning the Double Doecírine of the an- 
tient Philofopbers: In which I think him 


as 
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as much miftaken as he was in the Con- 
du& of the antient Legiflators. 

That the Force of what I fhall fay. on 
this Head may be the better feen. I fhall 

Firftlay down what the Antients them- 
felves have faid about the Double Docfrine, 
and fhew how they underftood their own 
Language and Practice; and fhall enquire 
whether what they did is fufficient to juf- 
tify their Ufe of an Efoteric and Exoteric 
Teaching. And then I will examine the 
Reafons given by Mr. Warburton for his new 
Notion. If you fee that the Antients de- 
liver'd their Sentiments confiftently and ra- 
tionally, and that Mr. Warburton has not 
made out his new Notion, I perfuade my- 
felf that you will fee no Reafon in any 
great Hafte to follow this new Light into 
the Province of Paradox, 

I muft obferve, Firft, That ᾿Ακροα]ὴς is pro- 
perly a Hearer ; and thence it is put fora 
Difciple, or one that goes to any one as a 
Maffer to be taught by him ; and the /arn- 
ang is called ἀκρύασις. Audit, Now thefe 
: Hearers or Difciples were of two Sorts, 
Thofe who came to the Teacher as Scholars 
and paid for their Learning ; and thofe that 

| were 
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were ἐξωγερικὸι, 7. 6. All fuch as reforted to 
hear any Public Lectures; and thefe were 
diftinguifhed from the Scholars properly fo 
called. This gave occafion for fuch Ex- 
preffions as thefe, ἐξωῆερικὸι λόγοι, ξξωερικὴ εἰκρόασις, 
exoterica Auditio, exoteric Difcourfes, exote- 
ric Hearing or Learning, which were fuch 
Lectures as were read to all promifcuoufly 
that came to hear them. 

That the ξξωγερικὸε λόγοι, exoteric Speeches, or 
Difcourfes, were fuch Lectures, appears from 
Andronicus, the Paraphraft of Arifotle’s 
Ethics ad Nicomachum. Ariftotle himfelf had 
faid, λέγεται πεεὶ durs [ψυχῆς] v 8E Tetris λόγοις 
dgusi]os Even, οὐ xpustay alors. Andronicus para- 
phrares this thus ---- ee? ψυχῆς d pdvev ἐν συγ- 
γράμμασιν, did X ὑπὸ «ματος “πρὸς τὸς ἐντυγχάνανας, 
dexéslos ἐἴπομεν ἔνια.. Ariftotle’s Words are ---- 
We have [aid fome things concerning the Soul 
in our Exoteric Difcourfes: Andronicus’s Pa- 
raphrafe is,--We have faid fome things concern= 
ing the Soul not only in our Writings, or fet 
Difcourfes, but in what was delivered viva 
voce, £o all that happened to COME TO HEAR 
Us. So that in Andronicus’s N otion, ἐξαήερι- 
κὸιλόγοι, or Exoteric Difcourfes, were com- 
mitted to Writing, as well as delivered viva 

VOCE 5 
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voce; and then were called ἐξαήερικὰ ed 
para, Exoteric Writings. 

The Exoteric, λόγοι, Difcourfes, were fpo- 
ken to thofe that were 5 ἔξω, Strangers, 1. e; 
not profeffed Scholars or Difciples; to all 
ἐντυγχάιον]ας, all that chanced to give their 
Attendance upon the Le&ure. The Exotgric 
συγγράμμαα, Writings, were the fame Lectures 
put into Writing, and in courfe fuited to the 
Hearers. 

2. AS ἀκροατὴς was properly a Difciple or 
Scholar, fo what was read to fuch was cal- 
led Acroatic, and from the privatenefs of the 
Lecture, it was called Efoteric: 1. 6. a Leffon 
or Difcourfe read to thofe that were ἔσω. 
For Acroatic and Efoteric are the fame: both 
oppofed to the Difcourfes read τοῖς ἔξω, to 
thofe without, 7. e. to thofe that were not 
Difciples, who paid for their learning. 
Therefore (z) Clemens Alexandrinus makes, 
Exoteric, and Common, the Same. Strom. 1. 
5- which fhews how He underftood the 
Word Exoteric. Whatever then Ariftotle 
read or difcourfed to any, or all that came to 
him in the Evening as he walked in the 
Lyceum, be it on what Subje& he would, 


(5) Tad? ἐξωτέρικα x) kd. Clem. Alex. Stro. Lv. 
it 
* 
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it was an Exoteric; not that he did not be. 
lieve every thing that he there faid; but it 
was a Doétrine that he taught ἐξωγερικοῖς to all 
that came to bear bim. And if thefe Exoteric 
Difcourfes were read to his Scbolzrs, whom 
he taught in the Morning, they were then 
acroatic Diícourfes or Lectures. 

3. As there were ἐξωγερικδι λόγοι, and συγ- 
γεάμματα, Exoteric Difcourfes and Writings, 
fo likewife, there were ἀκροατικὸς λόγοι and 
εἰκροατικὰ συγγράμμαϊα. This appears from 
Alexander’s Letter to Ariftotle, and Zfriffotle's 
Anfwer to him, which I fhall cite by and 
by. Thefe were Difcourfes read in private 
to the Scholars, and are the fame with Efote- 
rics. Thefe were either viva voce Lectures 
read tothem, or Writings upon any Subjects, 
well confidered, polifhed, finifhed; which 
went to the bottom of the SubjeG: and 
therefore in many cafes fit only for fuch as 
had Abilities, or had made a Progrefs fuf- 
ficient to comprehend them. 

The Firft Reafon then of the Diftin&ion 
between Exoteric and Efoteric Doctrines was 
taken from the Perfons to whom they were 
read; the Exoteric being read to all that 
m happened 
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happened to attend them, the Acrvatic only 
to proper Scholars. 

A Second Reafon was taken from the Mat- 
ter treated of in thefe Difcourfes. Aulus 
Gellius is very particular as to this Point. (2) 
* By Exoterics,’ fays he, ** they meant 
* fuch Difcourfes as related to Rhetoric, the 
* Art, or Faculty, of fpealing acutely, and 
** the Knowledge of Civil Affairs. Acroatics 
* were called fuch Difcourfes in which the 
* more profound and fubtile Philofophy was 
:** concerned ; fuch as related to the Con- 
* templations of Nature, and Dialedtical 
* Difputes.”’ 

"When he had thus defined thefe Words 
from the Matter, or Subje&? of them, he 
goes on to fhew the Difference of Acroatic 
and Zxoteric from the Perfouws as I before 
explain’d it. driftotle fays he, (5) ** did 
** not indifferently admit every Body to his 


(4) E&slepswe dicebantur quz ad Rhetoricas meditationes, 
facultatem argutiaram, Civiliumque rerum notitiam condu- 
ccbant. ᾿Ακροωτικαὶ vocabantur in-quibus Philofophia remo- 
tior fubtiliorque agitabatur, quseque ad nature contemplatio- 
nes difceptationefque Diale&ticas pertinebant. —.GeZ/iu;. 1. xx. 


re δ) Nec ad eam [wvizx: ἀκραα]ικὴν] quemquam temeré 
müttebat, nifi quorum ante ingenium-et eruditionis elementa 
atque in dicendo ftudium laboremque exploraffet. Illas vero 
CUN auditiones=-vulgo Tuvenibus fine delectu prabebat. 
Mud, à 


Acroatic 
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“ον Acroatic Leftures, but only fuch whofe 
* Learning, Induftry and Application to’ 
“οὐ Study He had tried and well knew. But 
* his Exoeferic Le&urés he publicly and 
** openly read to young Men without: any 
** Diftin&ion." coe 
A Third Difference obferved: by Gellius 
between the two Sorts of Doétrines is, that 
(c) ** the Exoteri¢cs were Lectures read in 
* the Evening, the zfcroatics were read in 
* the Merzing." And Ariftotle fo divided 
his Books into thefe Sorts, that fome of 
them were called Exoterics, others Acroatics, 
There may feem to fome, a difference 
between the: Exoferic and Acroatic Doctrine 
taken from the Manner in which. the Books 
were wrote. Tully has made a Remark, 
which may feem to lead to this, though in 
reality it does not, His Words are (4) --- 
** 'T'here are two Sorts of Books concerning 
* the Summum Bonum, the One wrote in a 
** popular Manner which they call Exoteric, 


^ 


( €) ᾿Εξωή]ερικὰς auditiones exercitumque dicendi—vefperi 
faciebat, atque eum δειλινὸν περί παον appellabat, illum al- 
terum fupra ἐωθενόν" ibid. Pomeridianis Scholis Ariftoteles 
pracipere Artem ofatoriam coepit. uiti. l. 3. c. 1. 

(2) De fummo' autem bono, quia duo Genera librorum 
funt,: unum populariter fcriptum, quod ἐξωτερικὸν appella- 
bant, alterum limatius quod in commentariis reliquerunt, non 
femper idem dicere videntur. — Cic. de finibus, 1. 5. 
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* the Other more accurate and finifoed, 
* which they left in their Commentaries: 
* And in thefe they do not feem always to 
* fay the fame." It is certain that frz/fotie 
wrote in Commentaries both his Exoteric and 
Acroatic Difcourfes: ** Librofque fuos earum 
** omnium rerum Commentarios, feorfim di~ 
** gift ; ut alii Exoterici dicerentur, partim 
** Acroatici," fays Gellius. Does Cicero mean 
then, that the popularly wrote 'Vreatifes were 
called Exoterics, and thofe that were more 
polifbed or accurate only were left in Books 
and call’d Ejoterics? This can't be, be- 
caufe we have Exoteric Difcourfes, fuch as 
thofe in which 4riffotle treated about the 
Soul, which himfelf exprefly calls Exoteric, 
left in Books. Cicero I think, feems to mean, 
that there were two Sorts of written Treati- 
fes or Difcourfes. One popular, containing 
the Exoferic Lectures, wrote in a plain, dif- 
fufe, copious Manner, fuited to common 
Capacities and what every Body could ap: 
prehend: The Other Sort of Lectures was 
« wrote with Accuracy’ and Care and Con- 
cifenefs, fuited more to thofe (e) who had Parts 


(¢) Quorum ingenium et eruditionis elementa atque in dif- 
cendo ftudium laboremque exploraffet. Gellius. 
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and Learning, and who were willing to $tu- 
dy and to take Pains. Thefe latter Treatifes 
were not ufüaly Exotéric: but yet they 
might be fo, if they were read to Perfons 
abroad, at the Evening Le@ure: Now Ci- 
tero here mentions only. Exoteric Treatifes, 
whether popularly or more accurately wrote 
concérning the fum Bbonum; in which 
there was not the Confiftency he defired: 
and has not mentioned the Other, or the 
Acroatic Treatifes at all. This I take to be 
his meaning: But let i£ be what it will, 
there is no hint that the Exoteric contained 
a Do&trine not believed by its Author: Nor 
can his Word, Hmuatius, more polifhed, more 
accurate; fignify any thing more than that 
he wrote in a more exact and finifhed man- 
ner what he faid upon that Subject. 

The Difference between the Exoferié and 
Efoteric Do&tines being thus founded on the 
Perfons, Subjects, Times, and perhaps the 
Manner of Writing ; I muft obferve further, 

_ That we have extant a Letter of Alexan- 
der’s to Ariftotle, and Ariftotle’s Anfwer ; in 
both which; mention is made of the 4ugoaTi- 
na: λόγοι, Or Acroatic Difcourfes. (f, ) Alexander 


() οὐκ ὀρθῶς ἐποίησας, ἢ ἐκδὰς τὰς ἀκροαικὲς τῶν λόγων. 
Tins ydp ἔτι διοισϑῥέν ἡμξέ τῶν ἄλλων, εἰ nad δὺς ἔπαι- 


Ga writes: 
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writes to hima Reproof, that he had pub- 
lifhed his Acroatic Difcourfes or Doétrines, 
thofe in which be had been inftruécted by. bim 
and asks, Wherein fhould he excell others, if 
the Notions which he had received from bim 
were now common fo all? And he adds, that 
he bad rather excell others in Knowledge of 
the beft Things, . than in Arms. 

Arifiotle’s Acroatics then contained the 
things in which he inftru@ed young Alexan- 
der ; and which his Pupil, in the midft of 
his Victories and great Succefles, and grown 
riper in Judgment, deemed unfit to be pub- 
lifhed, becaufe, if the Knowledge of them 
vere COMMON £0 all, be fhould have no parti- 
cular, Advantage in that Refpect over others, 
He owns that-he was indebted to thefe .4- 
croatics for the Knowledge or Skill in the BEST 
things. Plutarch will explain this: For 
{peaking of thefe very Letters, he tells us, 
(£g) that Ariftotle taught Alexander ** the 
* Secret and weightier Inftructions which 
* Men peculiarly flyle Acroamatic and Epop- 
᾿δεύθημεν Abyss ὅτοι qáfloy IET otro 5 ; Ἐγὼ δὲ Be- 
λοίμην ἂν ταῖς weet τὰ delice ἐμπειρίαις, ἢ τοὺς δυνάμεσι 
διαφέρειν. Gellius. 1. xx. €. 5. 

(g) Τῶν ὑἐποῤῥήτων x CagvTegon διδασκαλιῶν, ὡς δι ἄν- 


pes ἰδίως ἐἰκροαμαικὲς 1 ἐποπή]ικὲς ee eels ἐκ 
ἐδίρερο εἰς πολλός. Plut. Alex. p. 668. 
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** tic, and which they do not publifh to all the 
* World.” Are not thefe fecret and weigh- 
tier, or more momentous Infrudtions, the: 
very Depths, the full and whole that the 
Mafter knew on any Subject? They are in 
matters of Philofophy what Ge/Eus calls, (5): 
the more deep and fubtle Philofophy. Plutarch 
fays, that Alexander wrote to Ariftotle ixie 
φιλοσοφίας, in behalf of or about Pbzbfopby : 
and he plainly underftands by this 4rz/otle’s 
Metapbyfics. He expreffes himfelf indeed, 
as Plutarch too often does, fo obfcurely, that 
it may be hard to fix the exact meaning of 
every Word: However it is eafy to fee what 
is not his meaning. It is mot any thing re- 
lating to beheving or not believing the Doc- 
trine taught, which diftinguifhed the Exo- 
teric from the Acroatic. His Words are, (7): 
For in Truth the Affair of Metaphyficks, 
(containing nothing ufeful either to [com- 
mon] teaching or learning) was wrote'as a 
fhort Specimen or Syftem for tbofz who bad been 
inftru€ted from the Beginning. As they were 
wrote therefore in this manner, for the Ufe 

(4) Philofophia remotior fubtiliorque. Gellius fupra. 

(i) ᾿Αληϑῶς γὰρ ἡ με]αφυσικὴ πραγ uet] eias πρὸς dtd'ua- 
καλίαν x) μάθησιν ἐδὲν ἔχουσα χρήσιμον, ὑπύδεγμα τοὺς 


σεπῳιδευμίνοις ἀπ᾿ ὠρχὴς yeypamlo — Plut. Alex. 
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of thofe who had been inftrutted already by 
him, and only for thofe; He might juftly 
anfwer Alexander, that his (k) Acroatics 
were publifhed and not. publifbed, becaufe they 
were not intelligible, except to thofe only who 
bad beard bim. Plutarch commends in the 
fame place, Alexander’s (1) innate Zeal for 
and defire of Philofophy nurfed up with him 
from the beginning: which feems to intimate 
that the Phzlofophy taught him by .4rifotle 
was the thing which fo greatly diftinguifhed 
him from others., He mentions likewife 
that he learnt Erhics and Politics from ri/- 
totle: and he was wont to pay his grateful 
Acknowledgments to his Mafter, even pre- 
ferring him to his Father, to whom he was 
indebted that he Zved, but to the Other, 
that be was enabled to live well, 

But be the Acroatics either Phyfics or Me- 
taphyfics, be they Ethical or Political Dif- 
courfes, it is plain that Plutarch was in the 
fame Sentiments about them that Gel/ias was, 
that they were Doctrines profound, deep, fub- 
é, weighty, fit for fuch as had been already 
ΓΗ eiTe i a 
ati aig Beca i crimine dn 
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inftru&ed in them. It is certain they were 
JDo&rines committed to a young Pupil, which 
therefore one may be fure, were not Doc- 
trines which related to the Non-belief of God 
or the Gods, or to the Non-exiftence of the 
Soul in a proper State of Rewards or Pu- 
nifhments. But further, 

It is well enough known how zealous 
the Fathers of the Church were againft the 
Heathens ; they charged them with every 
Thing that could make the World have a 
light Efteem for them, or their Notions, 
Now what a noble Field would here have 
been open’d, could they have charged their 
Sages and Philofophers with the Diffimula- 
tion, which Mr. Warburton has here done? 
Could they have loaded them with the 
Crime of Zelieving one Thing, and teaching 
another, with Lying, with impofing on the 
Credulity of the People ; what a Difplay 
of Rhetoric fhould we have had? Could 
there have been a more fit Occafion for 
Satire, or for Declamation, than what fuch 
Condu& would have afforded? They knew 
of the double Doétrine; but they were fo 
far from imagining, that Plate or Ariftotle, 
Qr. were.guilty of any Crime, or deferved 


G4 any 
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any Blame, that they never reproach: ‘them 
on that Account; nay, they juftify their 
Ufe of the Eforeric and Exoteric Doétrines. 
They were fo far from thinking that they 
deferved any Cenfure : for their Manner of 
teaching, that Clemens puts Mofes, and the 
Egyptians, and the Pbilfophers, upon a 
Level in this Refpect, and applauds the 
Wifdom of them all for covering their 
Do&rines with Veils, which the common 
People could not fee thro'. He urges the 
common Practice of both Sacred and Pro- 
fane Writers to. involve their religious No- 
tions in Obfcurity : and he produces feveral 
Reafons in Juítification of that Practice. 
He fhews, that Mofes had a deep and myí- 
tical View in the Contrivance of the Appa- 
ratus of the Tabernacle ; and the A poftles 
too concealed the My/feries of the Chriftian 
Faith. And whilft he was fetting out thefe 
Things at large, he mentions the àzijjía, 
the Secrets of the Philofophers, and their 
double Doétrines. (m) Not only the Pythago- 


reans, 

(m) ον μένοι, ἄμα. οἱ Πυϑα[ ὕγιοι. wy Πλάὔων τὰ πολλὰ 
ἐσεκούπΊονο," ἀλλὰ ig οἱ Ἐπικέριοι φασί Tiva, 1) παρ᾽ εἐυ]οὶς 
ANOPPHTA ἄνω, Xj μὴ πᾶσιν, ἐπιτρέπειν ἐντυϊχάνεν 
slay τοῖς. γράμμασιν. Αλλὰ D ΣΊικοὶ λέγεσι Ζήνωνε 
σᾷ zy] YY seeps αὐ τινά, & μὰ ῥαδίως ἐπιτρέπεσι τοῖς 
μαϑηταῖς 
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reans, and Plato, fays he, u1p many Things, 
but the Epicureans too fay, that They have 
their Secrets, and do not permit every Body 
to perufe thofe Writings. Tbe Stoics zoo 
tell us, that.fome Things were wrote by Zeno 
the Firft, which they do not fuffer their Dif- 
ciples eafily toread, unlefs they have firft given 
Proof, that they are of a true philofophic 
Turn, or Difpofition. The Followers of Arit- 
totle £co fay, that fome of their Doctrines are 
Efoteric, others are Common and Exoteric. 
They alfo that inftituted the Myfteries, be- 
ing PuiLosopuers [not LecistaTors, Mr. 
Warburton on the contrary fays, they-were 
LrcrstAToRs, not PHILOsoPHERS] cover- 
ed over their Opinions with Fables, £bat-tbey 
might not be open or manifefl to all. 

The Defign of Clemens was to juttify this 
Method of concealing Notions from the 
profane and unworthy ; but he never hints 
at the Philofophers not believing what was 
either covered, or concealed, or expreffed 
by Symbols, and in Allegory, or what was 


μαϑυταὶς ἀναγινώσκειν, μὴ ὀυχὶ πᾶραν d'ed'oxbat vreb]egor, 
εἰ γνησίως φιλοποφοῖεν. Λέγεσι δὰ xj οἱ Αριςοτέλες, τὰ 
μὲν ἐσω]εεικὼ ἄναι τῶν συγαμμώτων αὐ]ῖ, τὰ δὲ κοιναί 
"re X) ἐξω]εεικὰ. Αλλὰ xj οἱ τὰ μυςήφια ϑέμενοι, φιλόσοφοι 
tiles, τὼ dulav δύγμαΊα τοῖς μύθοις κατέχυσαν, ὥςε μὴ 
ναι πᾶσι δῆλα. Clem. Alex. Strom. 1, 5: p. 680, 681. 
x common 
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_ common and exoteric, or laid before the 
People. He goes on in a very remarkable 
Paflage to obferve, (n) that neither the Py- 
thagorean Fables, nor what Plato fays in bis 
Republic concerming Armenius, nor in bis 
Gorgias concerning /Eacus and Rhadaman- 
thus, nor in bis Phedon concerning Tarta- 
rus, vor in bis Protagoras concerning Pro- 
metheus and Epimetheus, nor what be fays 
ef the War between the Atlantines and 
Athenians in the Atlantic Sea. ---- Thefe, - 
fays he, are not to be allegorized, as 
ta every Word, but only fuch Words as 
are declarative of the general Sentiments. 
He fuppofes the Things fignified by 
thofe Words to be really true, and to be 
believed, tho’ they were covered over with 
Symbolical, or Myflical, or Allegorical Veils ; 
and that under thofe Veils, and by fuch 
"Terms, a real, believed Truth was intend- 
ed. And hence it is that he makes the 

(a) “Oud” of μῦϑοι οἱ Τηυϑαγόειοι, adad d" of παροῦ 
Ylaa]ovi, ἐν ΤἸΙολἤεία erede τῇ Agueviz, xj £v Γοργίῳ ᾿Αἰαΐχε 


x 


Ραθαμάνθυθ᾽, 1) ev dado ὁ τῇ "lafldos, Y ἐν TIea- 
devine 6 Tlesundios x, Ἐπιμηϑέως, lees δὲ T&]ore, ὃ τῷ 
meatus τῶν Ατλαν)ικῶν © τῶν Αϑηναίων ἐν τῷ AvAaV]ixo, 
zy! ἁπλῶς nalla πόδα τὰ ὀνόμῳτα ἐλληγορητᾷοι, dan ὅσα, 
TU d'avuas Tile καϑόλε σημαϑ)ικά, x) δὴ ταῦΊα ἐξέυ cc 
peer ἂν διὰ συμβόλων ὑπὸ παξακαλύμματι TH «λληγοείᾳ: 
wurvduera. Clem. Alex. St. 5. 
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true Diftin&ion of the double Doétrine to 
be, that (o) £be one was fpoken out clearly, 
the other was covered from the many. 

From thefe Remarks upon the double 
Doétrine it plainly appears, that the An- 
tients were perfect Strangers to even the 
Sufpicion of that which Mr. Warburton 
calls his ** New Opinion.” Vol. 1. p. 351: 
The Practice of the double Doctrine was a 
Thing well known, and much approved 
by them: But to fuppofe it to confift in 
Ípeaking what was mot believed, was as far 
from their Thoughts, as it was from every 
Bodies elfe, when Mr. Warburton firít dif- 
covered this Secret. 

You’ll tell me perhaps, that it is no- 
thing to the Purpofe to enquire what No- 
tions the Antients had about the double 
Doctrine: That Mr. Warburton owns his 
Opinion to be.** New ;" and therefore that 
it is loft Labour to fearch in Antiquity for 
what has been all along miftaken, or mif- 
underftood. 

But this is the very Thing, which flew 
how unreafonable and “ licentious his Para- 


(0) Τὸ μὲν pada, “τὸ δὲ κεμρυμμῖνον eyes πρὸς τὸς 
morass. Clem. ibid. 


"s dox" 
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dox" is; itis in Effe& to maintain that the 
Antients did not underftand their own 
Words, or their own Practices. He has 
not produced one Paffage that directly proves 
his Point ; but he has firft invented an Hy- 
pothefis about the double Do&rine; and 
then He tries to accommodate bis Schernàs 
to that. Is there one exprefs Paffage, which 
proves, that the Exoféric Doétrines were 
not believed? Is it not by Way of Confequence 
only, that this Di/belief of what they open- 
ly taught is charged upon them? Has he 
produced any Paflages from Plato, or Ari/- 
tothe, or any of thofe who ufed the Diftinc- 
tion of Efoteric and Exoteric, which come 
up to his Point? He has indeed found out 
a Diftinction betwixt what Plato’s Words 
are, and what he makes Socrates fay, in 
order to eftablith his Point, that Plato did 
not Jelieve, tho’ he profefs’d, a future State 
of Rewards and Punifhments. Remarks. 
p. 65. But this Diftin&ion was as much un- 
known to the Antients as his Paradox itíelf 
was. hey tell us, that he (  ) gave us his 


(5) Teed YO τὼν .-αἰτῷ Soutyvrov Saogai ve] an ua Tet] d- 
gov mesa TOY, Σωκρῴτες, Tiuais, ὅδ᾽ ε. ἐπεὶ Xj τὰ Χωκράτες 

τὰ Τιμοΐίς λέγων Πλάτων d'eyud]liQe. Diog. Laert. 
vita Platoni. 
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own Sentiments under the: Perfons of Socrates, 
Timzus, Cc. And take away what: Socrates, 
Timeus, the Athenian Stranger, and the 
Eleatic Stranger fay, there will remain but 
little in Comparifon, from whence one can 
learn Plato's Opinions. But to return to 
what I was obferving about the Doctrine of 
Plato. 

The Works of Plato were never diítin- 
guifhed by himfelf, or any other, into the 
two general Clafies of Efoterics and Exote- 
rics. The grand Diftin&ion of them was 
into other general Heads, which again were 
fubdivided into the Pbyfcal, under which 
was ranged Timeus: Logical, under which 
Head was placed, Politicus, Cratylus, Par- 
menides, Sophifles. Ethical; : under which 
was put his Apology, Criton, Phedon, Phae- 
drus, Sympofium, Menexenus, Clitophon, Epif- 
Hes, Philebus, Hifparchus, Anterafte. Po- 
“tical; ander which Head were his Books 
of Republic, Laws, Minos, Epinomis, At- 
lanticus. Mazeutic; which contains Alcibi- 
ades, Theages; Lyfis, and Laches. Pirafic, 
‘or what was wrote to try to confound the 
Arrogance of others; fuch were Euthyphron, 
Menon; Ion, Charmides, Theatetus.’ De- 

mon/fir ative s 
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amonfiratioe ; which has the Protagoras. 
And laft of all the Subverfive; in which 
the Bufinefs was to confute and fubvert any 
Notions; and in this Clafs were Euthyde- 
mus, the Two Hippias’s, and the Gorgias, 
This is the Divifion of them in Diogenes 
Laertius : And there is the very fame Di- 
vifion of them by Zf/binus: Only this laft 
Author has placed fome of the particular 
Treatifes under a different, general Head. 
But Both of them place the Gorgias under 
the Clafs of Subverfive, as it ought to be, 
it being defign'd to confute the Sophifts 
about their falfe Ufe of Rhetoric. Neither 
of thefe Writers ever thought of fuch a No- 
tion, or fuch a Divifion, as of Books, which 
contained what Plato taught, and did zer 
believe, and what he taught, and did be- 
eve. A Diftin@tion! which could not but 
have naturally occurr’d, had fuch a Notion 
been then known, or heard of, or had it 
been the reputed. Meaning of Efoterics and 
Exoterics. The Gorgias then of Plato may 
be deem’d an Exoteric Book, becaufe it con- 
tained’ a Difcourfe upon the Subject of 
Rhetoric, and the true and falfe Ufe of that 
Art: But not becaufe it detailed out the 

Doctrine 
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Doétrine of a future State of Rewards and 
Punifhmentsof which Plato believed nothing 
bimfelf, tho’ he taught it others as feri- 
ouíly as if he had believed it. It may not 
be amifs, 

Laftly, to obferve that Speufippus, the 
Difciple of Plato, firft publifhed what 7705 
crates called τὰ dxipinre. Thefe Secrets were 
nothing but what Jfocrates made a great Se- 
cret of ; not what he did not believe, but 
what he did believe, and kept as a great Se- 
cret to himfelf, which was the Art of turn- 
ing a Period rightly. He was in high 
Credit, and followed by the moft illuftrious 
Scholars in Athens, where he taught Elo- 
quence with the greateft Succefs and Ad- 
miration ; and as he had made particular 
Obfervations on the Manner and Art of 
Speaking, --- Thefe were what He kept as 
Secrets, and were what Speufippus publifh- 
ed. v. Laertius in Speufippum, and the 
Commentators on that Place in Menagius’s 
Edition. 

From thefe Things I would obferve, 

1. Suppofing thefe old Philofophers to be. 
Legiflators, and to have had in View the public 
Utility. Nothing appears from what the 

Antients 


o6 ~The Douste Doctrine of 

Antients have faid (and we find the Word 
often’ ufed by them) that by Exoterics; 
were meant Doétrines, which thofe, who 
taught them, did mot £eleve. Exoterics 
were Doctrines read to the Vulgar, and 
fuited to vulgar Capacities, or the common 
Ideas which the Vulgar had. Suppofing 
then, that the Philofophers made ufe, in 
thofe Difcourfes, of Parables, or Fables, ot 
Allegories ;--- This was done in order to 
reprefent Things fo as the People could beft 
apprehend them ; and this Manner of teach-.— 
ing ought not to be treated as Lying, or as 
not believing the 727zgs which they taught. 
When any one ufes a Parable, in order to 
convey his Sentiments,--- is he to be charg- 
ed with teaching what he does not believe? 
How. will füch a Notion agree with the 
Manner of teaching in the New Teftament ? 
Macrobius (g) (whofe Words I fhall have Oc- 
cafion to confider by and by) has wrote a 
particular Chapter to enquire, what Fables 
Philofophy may allow of or admit, and 
upon what Occafions Philofophers are wont 


(4) Quid refpondendum Coloti Epicureo, putanti philofo- 
, pho non effe utendum fabulis: quafque fabulas. philofophia 
recipiat, et quando his Philofophi feleant uti. Macrob. in 
Som. Scip. c. 2. 


to 
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to ufe them. He there inentions the Cafes 
in which he thinks it lawful and right to 
ufe Fable: and what he has faid on that 
Head is applicable to other Manners of 
conveying Inftrucion to the commor 
People. 

Mr. Toland has made another Ufe of the 
double Do&rine than what Mr. Warburton 
has, and has run into a very different Ex- 
treme. He fays, that the Philofophers weré 
* conftrained by the Holy Tyranny of the 
* Priefls to make ufe of à twofold Docs 
** trine, the one popular, accominodated to 
* the Preyupices of the Vulgar, and to 
«ὁ the received Cuftoms of Religions ; the 
ἐξ other philofephical, conformable to the 
ἐς Nature of Things, and confequently to 
* Truth, which, with Doors faf? fbut, and 
* under all other Precautions they commu 
** nicated only to Friends of knówri Pro 
ἐς bity, Prudence and Capatity. Thefe, 
ἐς fays he, they generally: called the Exote- 
* ric and Efoferic, or the External and In- 
ἐς ternal Doctrines." — Toland's Tetradymus, 
p.66. Mr. Toland had as much Right to 
znvent this Hypothefis, which has not one 


Word in Antiquity to fupport it, as Mr, 
H Warburton 
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Warburton has for his Paradox, which is 
equally groundlefs. That which confutes 
his Notion is, that the Efoferic Le&ures 
were read in the Morning to their Scholars 
and to thofe only; the Exoterics, or po- 
pular ones, were read in the Evening: nor 
was the Exoteric Doctrine accommodated to. 
the Prejudices of the Vulgar, but to the 
Capacities of them. 
. 2. Be it granted, that the Philofophers: 
had in View the Public Good, and that 
they talked Exoterically upon Points where 
popular Prejudices were concerned,--- it does. 
not follow, that they therefore di/beleved 
the Truth, the real Truth, of the Cafe 
upon which they were fpeaking. Let us 
fuppofe, that they had Occafion to fpeak to 
the Vulgar concerning the Gods; they 
might fpeak of Hercules, ZEfculapius, &c. 
as Gods: Or if. they had Occafion to fpeak 
of a future State, they might fpeak of Aacus 
and Rhadamanthus, and the Judges of Hell. 
Now as they who did not believe Her- 
cules and JKfculapius to be Gods, did not for 
that Reafon di/believe the Exiftence of a go+ 
verning Mind, fo they that did not believe 
ZEacus or Minos to be "fudges of. Hell, did: 
not 
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hot for that Reafon di/believe all future Res 
wards and Punifhments. The more profound 
Philofophy was certainly concerned in the 
fearching out thefe Points: and tho’ thé 
Philofophers, or fome of them, might find 
Reafon to reject the Poetical or Political 
Gods, and to reje& too the vulgar No- 
tions of Styx, and Acheron and Cocytus, 
yet in their Difeourfes to thofe who 
could not enter into the Bottom of : 
Things, they might talk of τῆς ς Gods, or 
Rivers, as really exifting. They meant to 
convey to the People thefe Truths, --- that 
there was a governing Being, or a Provi- 
dence; and a future State of Rewards and 
Punifhments ; Things which they believed 
themfelves; and defired to have the People 
believe: and ifthey laid hold of their Pre- 
jitdices; or their Capacities, in order to in- 
culeate what they intended, it is too great 
a Stride in Argument to infer, that the 
Teachers did not believe either a God. or a 
future State of Rewards and Punifhments, 

3; The Immortality of the Soul; and a 
State of future Rewards or Punifhments, 
was not in itfelf either an Ejoteric or an 
Exoteri¢ Doétrine, but the Difcourfe of 
Writing on that Subje& received its Name 

Ha front 
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from the Perfons to whom, or the Manner;. 
ot the Time in which it was delivered. Nor 
can it be infer'd, that Plato did, or did not 
believe, that the Soul would or would not 
fuffer, or be rewarded hereafter, from the 
Difcourfes being proved to be Efoferzcal or 
Exoterical. For if he treated of this Sub- 
je& exoterically, it only follows, that he 
treated of it in the popular Manner, and 
agreeable to their Capacities; and if he 
treated of the fame Subject Efoterically, it 
only follows, that then he treated of it 
according to the ftri Reafons of Things, 
according to the Nature of tbe Soul; in 
fhort, according to the Rules of the more 
profound and fubtile Pbilofophy, in which 
Efoteric Doctrines confifted. 

4. If we admit the Accounts, which the 
Antients have given us, or, if they knew 
any Thing of this Matter, it will follow, 
that fome of the Books of Plato, which 
Mr. Warburton reckons among the Exote- 
rics are in Reality Efoterical. The Phedon, 
e.g. isan Rfoteric, as containing the moft 
profound and fubtile Philfophy about the 
Soul. His Tenth Book of Laws contains 
the moft fublime Reafoning about the Soul, 

2 adapted 
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adapted not at all to Vulgar Capacities: He 
{peaks of it as a felf-moving Being: He en- 
ters into the moft /ubtile Reafoning about 
Motion and Movers, and whether there js 
any other Beginning of Motion, befides the 
Change of that, which moves itfelf: That 
Soul exifted truly and. properly before 
Body: That the Properties of Soul, its Af 
fe&ions, Manners, Thoughts, true Opinions, 
Memory, were before the Properties of 
Body: That the Univerfe is governed bv a 
Mind or Soul: and thence he proceeds 
to confider the Cafe of the good Succefs of 
wicked Men, and to fhew, that the World 
is governed by God. Can any Thing be 
more in the profound and fubtile Manner of 
Philofophifing than this ? 

Thefe Books of Laws, it is true, relate 
to the Knowledge of Crvi/ Affairs, and 
therefore may be faid in general to be of the 
Exoteric Kind. But what can be moie 
Efoteric than fuch abftract Reafoning about 
the Supreme Being? Or did not Plato be- 
lieve that which he fo much igfifted on to 
be the Nature of this Supreme Being? Or 
may there not be Efoferic Notions in Exo- 
tcric Books? Suppofe in general, that what- 

H ever 
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ever is Political in Plato was properly Exoz 
terical,--- will that prove, that every Thing 
contained zew in fuch Difcourfes was 'actu- 
ally read τοῖς ἢ ἔξω, fo thofe without, or that 
were not his proper Scholars. Notions of 
the more abfrufe and profound Philofophy, 
fuch as are properly Ejoterical, might be 
inferted afterwards. into Exoterical Lectures, 
when he came to folj/h and correct them, 
and make them fit for the Reader : And this 
may be a good Reafon why his Books were 
never divided into the general Claffes of 
Exoteric and Efoteric. 

In the Phaedon, He thews that Contra- 
ries muft arife from Contraries; that the 
‘Soul i is not d iffolved, becaufe not compounded : 
That thofe Things are fimple and uncom- 
founded, which are akoays. the fame, in the 
fame Refpetis, and the fame Manner : That 
‘the Soul is fomething phe ble: That it is 
more like to That, which is always the fame, 
than to That which is not fo: That it is 
therefore more like to That which is Divine, 
than to That which is Mortal: That from 
its Being mof? like to That which is divine, 
emmortal, intelligible, uniform, and indifülu- 
ble, the Soul itfelf muft be indiffoluble, and 

8 not 
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not like Body that bas quite contrary Pro- 
erties. 

It is needlefs to cite more ‘of this abftract 
Reafoning from the Phedon. There is 
much more of it, from whence the Immor- 
tality of the Soul, and the Punifhments of 
the different Sorts or Degrees of wicked 
Souls is infer’d; and the Rewards of Good 
and Holy ones is eftablifhed. 

_ Whether Plato believed, or not, what he 
fays about the Immortality of the Soul, and 
its future State, it is certain, that he {peaks 
ke one that did delieve it, and was per- 
fuaded of its proper Rewards and Punifh- 
fhments; and he gives his Reafons for what 
he. fays fo aceurately, and with fo much 
Judgment, that tho’ all the (r) minute Philo 
fa pphers were to try their Arts, they will never 
explain thofe Matters fo elegantly y nor have 
they Capacities even to underftand, what be 
bas, with fo much Acutenefs, inferred. Can 
any Thing be more /ubtile, more in the 
Way. of deep Pbilpfopby, than what is urged 


9) Licet concurtant plebeii omnes Philofophi (fic enim ij 
qui a Platone et Sarrate, et ab illa familia diffident appel- 
landi videntur) non modo nihil unquam tam eleganter. expli- 
gabunt, fed ne hoe quidem ipfum quam /ubtiliter conclofum 
fit, intelligent. Cc. Tuf. Qu. l1. 
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by Plato in this Treatife, about the Soul ? 
Is not this therefore all Efoteric, if Gellus 
knew any Thing of the Ufe of that Word 
Are not thefe Notions fuch as required, 
Elementa Eruditionis atque in difcendo Stu- 
dium, The Elements of Knowledge or Inftruc- 
tion, and clofe Application to Learning ? If 
fo, I cannot think, that Mr. Warburton 
does Juftice to his Readers to call thefe and 
fuch Books of Plato, Exoterics, when in 
Reality they are in the ftricteft Propriety, 
Efoterics. But 
^ Fifthly, Upon what Reafon, or upon 
what Grounds does He determine the Phe- 
don, or the Criton, to be Exoterical? The 
only appearing Reafon is, That in thefe 
Plato has treated of the Immortality of the 
Soul, and of Rewards and Punifhments 
adjufted to the moral Characters of Perfons 
in a future State. But how will it appear 
that a Book, containing thefe Notions, is 
therefore of the Exoteric Kind; fince we 
are aflured by good Authority, that the 
Exoterics related to Rhetoric, toa Readinefs 
in [peaking acutely, or to the Knowledge of Ci- 
vil Affairs: And accordingly I have obferved, 
that 4rz/totle read his Rhetorical Lectures in the 
" mE Evenings 
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Evenings or Afternoon Hours: Horis Po-. 
meridianis. Now to which of thefe is the 
Doctrine of a future State of Rewards and 
Punifhments reducible. You may .as wel] 
fay to either of the former, as to the laf; 
fince it cannot relate to the Knowledge of 
Civil Affairs, but very remotely, and fo it 
may to any other Subject whatever. The 
Old Platoniffs therefore refer’d thefe Books 
to the Clafs of Ethical, not Political Treati- 
fes; Albinus did fo, and fo it is in Diogenes 
Laertius. 

But in Mr. Warburton’s Manner of treat- 
ing this Subje&, no fooner does any Thing 
appear about a future State of Rewards and 
Punifhments, however it be handled, or 
whether it be treated in the more /udbtile 
and profound Manner or not, but the Trea- 
tife, in which it occurs, is pronounced to be 
an Exoteric: Nay it feems to be the Prin- 
cipal, if not the Oz/y Teft by which he 
pronounces fome of Plato’s 'Tracts to be of 
that Clafs. For take away this, and tell 
me why the Phedon is an Exoteric? By the 
Rules of the Antients, if they knew the 
Meaning of the Diftin&ion of the double 
Pus this Book of Plato’s is fo far 

* from 
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from being an Exoterie, that it is a direct 
Efoteric: for it confifts of abjfraét, fubtile 
Reafonings in the profound Philfopby, be- 
yond vulgar Capacities: And what. was 
beyond their Capacities, or Comprehenfion, 
was not at all fit to be read τοῖς ἔξω. j 
Sixthly, Suppofe Mr. Warburton cam 
prove, that Plato did not Ze/ieve what he 
fays about Hades, Styx, Acheron, the In- 
fernal Judges, and the Punifhments he de- 
fcribes ; ftill he is to prove (what he has 
not yet done) that Plato did not believe any. 
future State of Rewards and Punifhments, 
Has Mr. Warburton produced any pofitive 
Proof of this? Has he cited any Authority 
from other Writers for it? Or has hc cited 
any Paffage out of P/ato’s own Works that 
will juftify this Charge? No. All that he 
has done is to fhew, that Plato has treated 
of a future State under fuch Reprefentations 
as he could not, and‘ did not, believe to be 
true. Let this be allowed : What then? 
Is Plato to be charged with difbelieving a 
future State of Rewards and Punifhments, 
becaufe-he did not believe, according to the 
Letter, his own Figurative, or as Clemens 
“calls it, Allegorical Reprefentation of it ? 
Would 
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Would not this be faying, that a Chriftian 
does not believe a future State, either of 
. Heaven or Hell, becaufe he does not believe 
the New Yerufalem to be built of Pretious 
Stones, or the Flames of Hell to be fed with 
Brimftone in the literal Senfe? Ifany one 
ufes fuch Language, this is not to be cen- 
fured, as faying one Thing and believing 
another ; but it is ufing Metaphor or Alle- 
gory to reprefent in the livelieft Manner the 
Pleafures and Advantages of the One, and 
the Terrors of the other, (Both which are 
ftriddly and firmly deleved) from Images 
moft agreeable or difagreeable to Mankind 
in their prefent Situation, and according | to 
their ufual prefent Ideas. But to return to 

the Notions of the Double Doctrine. 
Seventhly, Alexander learnt from Ariffo> 
tle, not only Morality and Policy, but the 
more abftrufe Parts of Learning, which 
were not ufually communicated to the 
Vulgar. So Plutarch tels us; and adds, 
that it was in Bebalf of Philofophy, ὑπὲρ sure 
copies, that Alexander wrote to him the 
Letter that is ΠῚ]. extant. .The Thing 
that Alexander wrote about muft either re+ 
late to what he was taught about the Art of 
| living 
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Kving well, or elfe to that Syftem of Philo- 
fophy, which was above the Capacities of, 
and therefore improper to be laid before; the. 
Vulgar. This Latter feems plainly to have 
been the Cafe. And if fo, then Efoterici 
are uncommon Doétrines, which contained 
the Depths of Philofophy: Exoterics were 
fuch Notions as were communicated τοῖς ἔξω, 
fo the Vulgar, in a plain, familiar Manner. 
The very fame Notions treated in a different 
Manner might, and very probably did, make 
the Efoteric, or the Exeteric: Not that the 
one was Jelieved by the Perfon that taught 
it, and not the Other; but that the one 
entered much deeper into the Subje& than 
the Other: the One went to the Bottom of 
the Queftion, the Other not. And confe~ 
quentl? Alexander might very juftly fay, 
that he íhould not differ from Others, if 
thofe Principles that he had been inftrutted in 
were made common to all. 

Give me Leave to explain this by a fimilar 
Cafe. Mr. Warburten has fomewhere com- 
mended very much a late, ingenious, . fub- 
tile, abítra& Difcourfe upon the Immorta- 
lity of the Soul: And no doubt Mr. Baxter 
deferves the higheft Commendation for his 

accurate 
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accurate and deep Treatife upon fo nice a 
Subje&. Let me fuppofe, that Mr. War- 
burton had fome Pupil whofe Parts and 
Study had qualified him to hear, and to 
underítand abftract and metaphyfical Lec- 
tures upon the Nature and Properties of the 
Soul ; and let me farther fuppofe, that Mr. 
Warburton had been the true Author of 
that acute and fubtile Book. Let me fup- 
pofe too, that Mr. Warburton, as a Clergy- 
man, might have Occafion to preach to his 
own, or any other Congregation, a Sermon 
upon that Subject. Would he preach to 
the People, i.e. τοῖς ἔξω, fach Things as he 
might and would read to his Pupil upon 
that Subje& at Home? Or if he read and 
explained in the moft accurate and abftract 
Manner the Chapters of Mr. Baxter’s Book 
to his Pupil; and preached to his People 
according to their Capacities, in a more 
loofe and open Manner, --- would not one 
of thefe Lectures, or Treatifes, or Difcourfes, 
be juftly called Exoterical, and the other 
that enter'd into the Depths of Metaphyficks, 
be called Efoterical ? Should any one arife 
and charge Mr. Warburton with not believ- 
ing the Exoterical Difcourfes, only becaufe 

they 
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they were called Exoterical, ot becaufe it 
was known that He had ufed a Double Doc# 
trine, would it not be doing a real Injury to 
the Character of Mr. Warburton? And 
fhould his Pupil, who underftood, and could 
enter into the Efoferic Lectures, and their 
comprehenfive Principles; exprefs his Con- 
‘cern that fuch a Book was publifhed, and 
that all others might now underftand and 
know as much of that Matter as himfelf 
who had paid fo much for his private In+ 
ftrucion. --- Would not this fully account 
for every Expreffion in Zflexander's Letter; 
and for every Word in Ariffotle’s Anfwer ? 
Eighthly, Mr. Warburton contends, that 
ἐς all the Legiflators, Sages, Priefts, and 
** Philofophers: publicly taught and propa- 
* gated, and the People throughout the . 
* whole Earth univerfally believed” a future * 
State of Rewards and Punifhments. p 306, 
. and that this Notion was for the good of Socie- 
ty, and therefore only inculcated. Is it probable 
that Ariftotle fhould inftru& his young Pu- 
pil, that there was no fuch thing as a future 
State of Rewards and Punifhments? Would 
this be one of thofe dasa, bef things, which 
Alexander was fo fond of, and which he 
eres blamed 


* 


the δε δ εὶι confider'd. 11% 
blamed his Mafter for publifhing? Would 
this have tended to make him five «well 
which was one great thing which, he learnt 
from Zfriffetle? Or would not this have ex- 
pofed Arifotle to the Charge of Atheifm or 
Irreligion much better than what was objec- 

ted to him on Account of ‘his Hymn in hos 
nour of Hermias, had he inftructed his young 
Pupil in what was contrary to ** what all 
*« Legiflators, Sages, Priefts, Philofophers 
* publicly taught ?" And yet it is certain 
that Ariflotle taught Alexander the xmppile, 
the fecret Do&trines, the Acroatics, the Efo- 
Zerics. 

Laftly, This ** unreafonable licentious Pa’ 
“ radox,” a Title which Mr. Warburton 
has beftowed upon his «New Notion,” Pe 
304. gives us an Idea of the old Philofo- 
phers as a Pack of ftrange People, ZeZevizg 
one thing and fpeaking another : it treats them 
as grofs Liars, fo infincere, fo difhoneft, fo 
impofing on the People, that were any Man 
to act fuch a Part mew, he would be con- 
demn'd as guilty of the wickedeft Cra/t, 
and would be detefted by all honeft Men, 
as juftly chargeable with Cunning, Hypo- 
erify, Diffimulation, and the Heighth of 

ft Wickednefs 
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Wickednefs and Immorality. Vices! which 
Plato and the Heathen Philofophers in ge- 
neral condemned, and from their Souls ab- 
horrd! Mr. Warburton himfelf acknow- 
edges this Practice not to be “altogether 
** free from blame:” So foft is his Cenfure 
of fo much Difingenuity in the antient Hea- 
thens ; at the fame time that. he can lath with 
Severity all who happen not to be able to 
run full {peed with him into. the “ Province 
of Paradox.” Ξ 

But fince in fa& the ancient Philofophers 
had this Double Doctrine, the One Popular, 
or Exoteric, the other Secret or Efoteric, let 
us confider what is faid in Proof that the 
old Philofophers taught what they did not 
believe, or that ** they fatd one thing when 
they thought another.” p. 307, or 333. 

Several general Reafons are offered by Mr, 
Warburton in Evidence for this. As, 

1. They all maintained that (5) every one 
fhould adbere to the Religion of bis Country : 
and in, Confequence of that, That ἐξ was 
lawful to deceive for the Public Good. To prove 
this, he quotes a Saying of Scevola the Ro- 


(:) Expedire exiftimat falli in religione Civitate. Aug. 
de Civit. Dei. ]. iv. c. 19. 
man 
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man Pontiff; That it was his Opinion ; ‘ that 
ἐς Cities thoyld be deceived in Religion." 
To this lie adds; from St. Aufin; another Ci- 
tation: (t) ‘Varro {peaking of Religions, 
ἐς fay$ plainly; that there are many things 
true; which it is not ufeful to the People 
ἐς to know; there are likewife many things 
** which, though they arefalfe, yet it is ex- 
ἐς pedient that the People fhould not think ° 
* them fo.” With thefe he cites a Paflage of 

"I:Mherobius, to fhew that the Philofophers 
ufed this ** Licence of Lyine for the Public 
“© Good;" upon thefe Subjects, ** concerning 
ἐκ the-Sour and the NATIONAL Gons,” p. 
309.--=10. or p. 336: 

I íhall quote the Words of Macrobius pre? 

d. But I müft obferve, 7 
ox: That Mr. Warburton tranflates the 
Words of Scavola not with that Accuracy 
that he fhould; Seevola thought « that Cr- 
T1ES fhould be deceived in Religion.” Why 
Cirizs? Why not, upon his Notion, 
Countries as well as Cities? He certainly 
iuit what Civitates properly means; 

(1) Varro de Religionibis loguens evidenter dicit, digas 
effe vera, quz vulgo {cire non fit utile; multaque que tam- 


&fi falfa fint, aliter exiftimare populum expediat. Angaf. 
ἄὲ Civit. Dei. Liv. €. io. 


ie i whole 
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whole Communities, whole States, all the 
People under any Government, or that were 
united in Society, and not Cities, which Cz- 
vitas never fignifies, But, 

2. Let us admit, that all the pisisicolien 
maihtained, that every ome Should. adhere to 
the Religion of bis Country; and let us fup- 
pofe too that they all thought it allowable . 
to deceive for the Public Good. Will this 
Confequence follow from thefe. Premifes, 
therefore they all difbelieved a future Stat of 
proper Rewards and Punifhments? It is 
granted by Mr. Warburton, that ** the Peo- 
* ple throughout the whole Earth univer- 
** fally believed a future State of Rewards and 
** Punifhments." But as to the Religion of 
any one’s Country, That confifted in the pay- 
ing a peculiar Worfhip to the patron God or 
Gods of the Country, and in obferving the 
Rites practifed in each State. The univer- 
fal Belief of all Mankind, was quite a dif- 
ferent thing from the particular National 
Religion of any Place; and therefore a fu- 
ture State made no part of a National Reli- 
gion, as fuch, any where. National Religion 
was the particular Form of Religion of one 
Feopls diftin& from that of another; and in 

confequence 


the PHILOSOPHERS confidered, Pis 


cónfequence, a Man might adhere toany pars 
ticular National Religion, and yet not con- 
cern hinifelf with what was not National, 
but Univerfal; 7.e. ih othe Wordé&, he 
might miaintain that every one fhoald adberé 
to the Rekgion.of bis Country, and yet not at 
all difbelieve a future State, © ᾿ 
Scevola and Varro *faw thé grófs Era 
** rors of the National Religions ;" and yet: 
they thotight it right that the People fhould 
* every one adhere to the Religion of his 
“© Country”. They thought that the Gods 
eftablifhéd by Law fhould havé a religious 
Regard paid to them: Perhaps too they 
thought the Priefts and Sacrifices, and the 
ufual way of Worfhip, fhould be kept up; 
that the People fhould be kept in awe by the- 
Religion eftablifhed by their Anceftors, 
They knew well enough, I fuppofe, the Fol- 
ly and Abfurdity of the feveral Auguries, 
and Divinations of Succéfs from looking in- 
fo the Entrails of Beafts; the Shape of Flames, 
and fuch like Superftitions. ‘They might 
imagine a great many of the Gods received 
by the Romans, to have been mere Men, or 
to be mere Names or Qualities; which yets 
Buce they were admitted, fheuld be éonti- 
12 nued 
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nued according to the Cuftoms of the Coun- 
try. I am much miftaken, if the Notions and 
Practices of many political Chriftians are not 
the fame in this refpect with the Notions and 
Prattices of thefe political Heathens. No 
Innovations are to be made, no not for the 
fake of Truth; Popery, when once it is ef- 
tablifhed, and:People are accuftomed to it, 
is to be adher'd to: Whatever Exceptions, 
may be made, and however juft, to certain 
received Dogta's or Practices, yet Altera. 
tions may create Difturbances, Such a No-. 
tion in Varro or in Sce@vola, wil fully ac- 
count for every Expreffion they ufed on this 
Occafion: Nor ought any one to conclude 
from their Words, that thefe Men imagined. 
All Religion to be falfe and groundlefs; or. 
that, in particular, they di/believed a future 
State of Rewards and Punifhments: Since 
they might confiftently think, that the main, 
Points in Religion might be true, and yet. 
fome things im the National Religions to be. 
falfe; or that it was not ¢anti, er would be 
wrong, to endeavour to remove the Peoples: 
Prejudices in them. 

From thefe general Words therefore, ufed 
by the Roman Pontif, and by Varro, no one 

Gai 
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van infer, withoutfurther Light, any partici, 
Jar Point that they difbelieved. It is certain 
that they imagined fome things to be wrong, 
but what they were in particular, we fhonld 
be as much in the dark, if we had no further 
"Intimations of their Sentiments, as if they 
had never declared any Sufpicions or Doubts. 
And in confequence, to argye that the Phi- 
lofophers-ffelieved, in particular, | a future 
State of Rewards and Punifbments, becaufe 
they thought it allowable zo /ay one thing.and 
think another. in fome Cafes, is arguing. a 
poffe ad effe, from the Pofidilty to the, Fact. .: 
But we happen to know what were the 
particular Points which Scevola thought 
sight to have the People be deceived in, St. 
-Aufin tells us, that (2) Sczevola argued that 
there were Three forts of Gods, one given us * 
ὧν the Poets, a ,fecond by the Philofophers, a 
third by the Civil Magiftrate. The Firft fort 
«was ell ἐγ βίας and idle: The Second was not 


te ) Dostifimum Powtihcen Scevolam di fputaffe tria ge 
.ngra tradita Deorum ; unum a Poetis, alterum a Philofophis, 
tertium a principibus Civitatis. Primum genus nugatorium 
dicit éffe. — Secundum non congruere civitatibus, quod ha- 
‘beat aliqua que obfit populis noffe. — Quz funt autem illa 
Dad ad in multitudinem nocent? zcinquit; non effe 
Deos Herculem, LZ feulapium, Caftorem, Pollucem » proditur 
«nim a doctis, quod homines fuerint, & humana conditione 
"defecerint. Aug. de Civ, Dei. l. iv. c. 27. 


1.3 Juited 


^ 
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fuited to Governments, becaufe thére were 
Some things which it might be prejudicial to 
the ‘People to know. Now-what' are tbofe 
things τ which, if laid open to the common Peo- 
ple, would be prejudicial to them? Why, that 
Hercules; fEfculapius, Caftor, Pollux, were 
not Gods; Ju learned Men tell us tbat they 
were Men. --- We know from hence, what 
‘Sceevola meant by faying, that ** People un- 
** der Government ‘were to be deceived in 
** Religions." \ Not that he di/believed a fu- 
ture State, or that he had any Notion of its 
being right ! to fay what he did not-think upon 
that Subject of the Soul’s Immortality, and 
future Exiftence in Happinefs. or Mifery. 
This Saying therefore of his is fadly mifap- 
plied by Mr. Warburton, when he brings it 
~ in to prove, that the Philofophers did not 
believe a füture State of Rewards and Pu- 
nifhments ; or that.they had a Double Doc- 
trine about this Matter. Since then we know 
the particular Notion that Scawola had in 
view, we can the eafier pafs on to Macrobius, 
Macrobius tells us, ** on what Subjects 
the Philofophers nied this Licence of. 
hing Sor the Public Good.” He fays it 
Wes 


4 


the PHILOSOPHERS Confdered. 119 


was (x) “ concerning the.Seu/and.the Na- 
ἐς Yong] Gods." Scevola’s-Notion extended 
only to the Hero-Gods ; and thefe he would 
not have the People be undeceived in: But 
Macrobius: had added another Subject, in 
which, Mr. Warburton fays, they thought it ' 
lawful to ‘We for the Public Good, vz. the 
Soul; and’ in confequence, , that the double 
Doétrine ‘extended to. thefe'two Points. It 
will be necéfaty to explain to you the Intent 
of Macrobius; — ; 

His Defign in this Chapter’ is to fhew, how 
Truth maybe told under the Cover of a Fig- 
gnent; and in what particulars a Philofopher, 
ftriGly philofophifing about divine Things, 
might fairly;admit of Fadle. Colotes had 
Maintained: that a Philofopher ought not to 
invent or to ufe Falle at all; and therefore 
that P/ato's Erus was an Abfurdity, and by 
«parity of Reafon fo was Scipio’s Dream in 
Tully. Upon this he enquires, whether 
Philofophy either rejects all, or admits all, 
Fables and he fhews (y) that if tbe manner 


'(x) Sciendum eft-tamen, non in omnem difputationem 
philofophos admittere fabulofa V Ε x Licita; fed his uti folent 
‘cum vel de Anima, ‘vel de aeriis zthereifve poteftatibus, vel 
^, de ceteris Diis loquuntur. Macrob. Somn. Scip. li. i. c. 2. 
(3) Nam cum veritas argumento fubeft, folaque fit nzria- 
tio Baclots pon unus ;eperitur modus, per. figmentum vera 
' referendi. ibid. 


ONES 14 of 


120 The ῬουΒΙῈ DocTRINÉ of 
of the Narration only be fabulous, and"Truth 
is really told under fuch Story, it may be right; 
and that there is more than ope way of telling 
Truth under a Figment, or the Veil of a Fig- 
ment. ‘This he explains by Inftances , and 
then adds, . that. fince Ex, difcovering what 
be bad Seen, or: Scipio, telling. what he bad 
dreamt, give occafion for no Injury to the Point 
in band, ‘but the Difcovery of facred Things 
bas all its Digmty preferved,. Colotes ought to 
ecquie[ce and diftinguifh wbat.is a fabulous 
‘Narration: from I Falfhóod ; and then imme- 
diately follow: the Words ‘which Mr. Jr- 
burton has quoted. --- Scidndum eff tamen, 
non in omnem difputationem Philofophos ad- 
mittere fabulofa vr. licita; fed bis uti folent, 
| cum vel de anima, vel de aeris etheriifve po- 
? teflatibus; vel dé ceteris Deis loquuntur. But 
yet you muft under [land that Philofopbers do riat 
"upon every Subject admit fabulous Narrationg, 
EVEN fuch as are lawful pn, other Occapfons, 
‘but they ufe fbeji when they treat either. con- 
cerning the Soul, or the üeridl or ethertal 
Powers, or concerning the Gods. But when 
the Difcourfe i is about tbe Great, the chief 
of all Gods --- or Mind --- when they peak 
of thefe, viz. the Great God, und Mind, 
᾿ they 
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they never fo much as touch upon any Thing | 


Fabulous. oy eee oh 
This: was: the Occafion of thefe Words; 
2nd it is: eáfy to obferve, : - "i 4 


1. That Mr. J'arburton ftrangely mifre- 
prefents this Paffage ‘of Macrobius, and 
amakes it fpeak what Macrobius never thought 
of; for fhere is not one Word about a 
double Dottrine concerning the Soul, or nar 
tional Ged’. ‘He is fpeaking only concern- 
ing the Subjects whereon the Philofüphers 
ufed Falle, or not; but. nota Word con 
cerning Points:whereon d faid one Thing, 
and Teliceedasethet, Nae Ὁ edt 
. 27 Mr. Warburton ju that the co- 
-wering Truth with the Veil of Fable is Ly- 
ing, or Lying for the Public Good ; concern- 
ing which.there is. not.'one Word in iMa- 
crobius ; for he fuppofes real Truth to be 
‘pover’d over by Fable, and Fable to bea 
‘Manner of telling Trot; 5, 560 50» 
5 3. Mr. Warburton has. cortupted Macro- 
- Pius, or very. much mifreprefented him; in 

order to make him fpeak’ what he wanted, 
«He has changed in his laft Edition. thofe 
Words, Fabulofa vel licita, which ffignifies, 
“fabaloas INarvations, vven fuch às. are lawful, 
et or 
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or allowed, into Fabulofa velut licita. ‘Fhe 
Philofophers, fays Macrobius, are allowed. 
in many Cafes to ufe Fable; but upon fome 
Points they never admit Fabulous Narrations, 
even fuch as are allowed in other Cafes. It 
is lawful to ufe Faj/e, when they fpeak of 
the Soul, or of Aerial Powers ; 2.6 to drefs 
up their Difcourfes in Fables; but when 
they fpeak of the Great God, the firft Caufe 
of all, or of Mind, which. the .Grecks call 
i, they never touch upon. Fable. What is 
there in all this, which relates to the Philo- 
fophers ufinga Licence “ of lying for the 
Public Good?" As if it were’ in any Senfe 
-Eying, to. ufe Fable, or Fabulous .Reprefen- 
-tations,: fuch as Plate’s Er, οὐ Scipio's 
Dream. ; 
-- "Thus much to: his F7? general Reafon, 
:that. ** the Antient Sages held. it allowable 
.** to He for. the: public Good, or ** to fay 
** one Thing, when they thought another." 
^ His Second: general Reaíon advances a 
“little further : It is to prove, that.“ the an- 
.** tient Sages did.actually fay one Thing, 
7*5 when they thought another.” p. 310, 
«οὐ p. 336. When he firft propofed what 
he intended. to. prove, p. 307» ὯΓ 333. he 
“9 expreffed — 
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expreffed himfelf thus ;--- 75ey perpetually 
practifed what they thus profeffed to be law- 
rox J^. Surely this is dire&ly contrary to the 
Proof of his fiz general Reafon. For in 
that he had: proved, that they never did 
this but upon Two Points, the Sou/, and the 
National Gods ; and in this he undertakes to 
prove, that they did it perpetually. | Or. again, 
when they fpoke according to his own 
Meaning of the Word Efotericall, then 
they did not fpeak one Thing, and think ano= 
ther, and therefore they did. not, perpetually 
practife what they thus. profefed to be 

ἀπο. 5 
But be his Meaning of the Words per- 
pétually. and atfually what he ‘pleafes, his 
Proof of his Pofition is entirely taken from 
** that general Practice in the Greek Philo- 
*€ fophy of a"I'wofold Doctrine, the Exters 
.* nal, and the Internal, a wulgar and a fecret 
** one.” p. 336, or 310. It is true, that 
they had an Efoteric and an Exoterzc Doc~ 
trine; which Mr. Warburton here owns to 
have been ** but one and the fame that 
* was handled thus differently, viz. popu- 
© larly and fcientifically." .. And is it owned 
at laft, that τῆς Efoteric and Exoteric Doc- 
trine 
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trine was one and the fame, “only handled dif= 
*: ferently, popularly and Scientifically’? Was 
the Efoteric Doctrine no more dekeved, than, 
he fays the Exoteric was ? If they were one 
end the fame, and the handling them dj iffe~ 
rently gave Occafion to the Diftinction: of 
Names, then no Argument can .be drawh 
from a Doétrine’s being Exoteric, that it 
was not believed, more than there can from 
its being Efoteric, that it was believed, 
What Proof can now be produced,--- that 
in the twofold Doétrine they aétually faid one 
Thing, and believed another 2. What Inftancé 
is or can be produced of this Fact ?. What 
Declarations of any of the Philofophers can 
imply that füch was their Practice? Under 
this Head fome Thing ought to have been 
produced in Confirmation of this Fact, more 
than was done under the laft Head: But 
inftead of that, even Jeff is done: Here is 
not fo much as.the Inftance of Fable or 
-Allegery produced. But inftead of a plain 
Faff, that thofe who maintained the Double 
Doctrine adtually or perpetually. faid one 
Thing, and believed another ;; He has only 
given us * a View of the Progrefs of the 

$6 Greek 
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* Greek Philofopby ," which, whether true 
or falfe, is nothing to the Point in Hand. 

. His Third general Reafon is as little to 
the Point, and if it be made good, it will 
not prove, that the Philofophers taught the 
Doctrine of a future State of Rewards and 
Punifhments without believing it. Hig 
Reafon is ftated thus ;--- ** the Antient Sages. 
* praétifed the double Doétrine in the Point 
* in Queftion.” Thus he {peaks pofitively 
and exprefs p. 307, or.333. But when 
P. 319, or 346, he comes to prove. this 
very Affertion, How artfully are the Terms 
changed ? inftead of faying, That ** they 
* pradifed it. with Regard to the very 
** Doctrine in Queftion", which are his 
Words in the firft Place, he only fays, that 
the antient Sages sEEMED TO PRACTISE the 
‘double Doétrine in the Point in Queftion, The 
double Doctrine, as I have fhewn, did nor 
confift in faying one Thing and believing ano- 
aber : ΤῈ therefore the antient Sages practifed 
the double Doéfrine in the Cafe of a future 
State of Rewards .and Puniffiments, Mr. 
Warburton will fall fhort ftill of the Point 
to be proved, unlefs the double Doctrine be 
proved to confiff in the Philofophers ποῖ 

believing 
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believing what they taught ; whereas he hag 
obferved, that the double Doctrine confifted 
only in a POPULAR OF SCIENTIFICAL Hand: 
ling any Point. 

When, by fuch general. Reafons as thefe; í 
Mr. Warburton had thought he had abated 
the Readers Prejudices againft his new No- 
tion, he defcends to Particulars : And here 
we may expect to have plain Fas. But 
does he produce one fingle Inftance of e. & 
Platos not believing dwbat be fays about a 
future State of Rewards and Punifhments ? 
No: He produces indeed. a Saying or two 
of his, p. 351, or 483. * That there are 
* fome Truths it is not fit the People fould 
* know.---That the World is not to be entruft- 
* ed with the true Notion of God; and that 
« in his Laws, which were of the Extteric 
« Kind, be defends the popular Opinions of 
* the Gods; but in bis Cratylus, which was 
* of the Efoteric Kind, he laughed at the’ 
* Antients for worfhipping the Sun and 
** Stars as Gods." 

Let this be all granted : Would Mr; 
Warburton from hence infer, that Plato ac- 
tually difbelieved the Exiftence of God, of 
that he did not beleve, that a Soul per- 

vaded. 
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vaded the Univerfe? Let him fpeak for the 
popular Opinions at fome Times, and even 
laugh at them at other Times, all that will 
follow is, that Plato difbelieved the popular 
Opinions of the Gods, not that he difbelieved 
the Being of a God: And fo in the other 
Cafe, fuppofing that he did not believe the 
popular Opinions of a future State of Re. 
wards and Punifhments, that there were 
Three Judges in Hades, &c. it will not fol- 
low that he did ot deheve a future State of 

real proper Rewards and Punifhments. 
Plato thought there were fome Truths 
which it was not fit the People fhould know : 
e. g. that the World is not to be entrufted 
with the true Notion of God. Scevola in 
like manner thought, that the People were 
not to be entrufted with the Secret, that 
Hercules, ZEfculapius, Caftor, Pollux, were 
not Gods, but had been mortal Men. In 
this Point then they complied with popular 
‘Prejudices, believing the Exiftence. of God 
and his Providence, tho’ not believing the 
popular Opinions of the National Gods. 
And fo in the other Cafe, they complied 
with popular Notions of Hades, and its 
Judges, and its Rivers, &c. believing the 
Reality 
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Reality of a future State of Rewards and 
Punifhments, tho’ not the popular Preju- 
dices upon that Subje@. If Mr. Warburton 
will call this, deleting one Thing, and fay- 
"ing another, ox lying for the Public Good ; 
if fpeaking to the People, and complying 
with their Ideas, and not to ftri& philofophi- 
cal Truth, in Morals or Politics, be thus to 
be branded, Iqueftion whether every Man's 
Difcourfes, taken ftri€tly and literally, muft 
not have the infamous Mark of Lying put 
upon them. 

(7 But Mr. Warburton fis affi ened fevera] 
garticular Reafons to fhew, that Plato did 
not believe this Notion of future Rewards 
and Punifhments. As 

1. * The Platonic Philofophy being en 
“ tirely Pythagorean in the Point in Que: 
** tion, and this latter rejecting the Doc- 
* trine of a future State of Rewards and 
‘«* Punifhments, we might fairly conclude 
'** them Both under the fame Predicament.” 
P. 353, or 385. Now Mr. Warburton 
himíelf hath fhewn, that the Platonic Phi- 
lofophy is not entirely Pythagorean in . this 
‘very Point, as will appear prefently. 
| 2: He 


a 
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2. He tells us, ** That Plato has argued 
ἕξ much for the Eternity, or the Immorta- 
“ lity of the Soul, But to know what Sort 
** of Immortality he meant,--- his Argu- 
* ments were natural and metaphyfical, 
** fetch’d from the Effence and Qualities of 
* the Soul, which therefore concluded only 
* for its Permanency, and this be really or 
* certainly believed.” ibid. He then is 
confeffed to believe the Permanency, Eter- 
nity, Immortality of the Soul, from Argu- 
ments drawn from its Effence and Qyalities. 
Now are not thefe the Topics urged in his 
Phedon, and his Tenth Book of Laws? 
How is it then that thefe Books are reckoned 
by Mr. Warburton Exoterical, fince it feems 
they contained Doctrines about the future 
State of the Soul, which Plato believed to 
be true? Or is not this a more conelufive 
Argument, that thefe Books were Efoteri~ 
cal, than can be produced to prove them 
in his Senfe, Exoterical? And if he believ- 
ed the Soul to be zmmortal or permanent, 
from Arguments taken from its E/fence and 
Qualities, what Sort of Proof is this, tha, 
He’ did not believe a State of proper Re- 


wards and Punifhments? It is, or may be 
K allowed, 
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allowed, that Plato did not ufe Moral Ar 
guments to prove the Eternity of the Soul j 
but whilft he urged Natural and Metaphy- 
fical ones, which proved its future Exiftence, 
and he commonly {poke of the Rewards and 
Punifhments it was to undergo in a future 
State ; and this in the fame Books; a Man 
muft diftinguifh very fubtilly to fay, that 
one Paragraph i is Exoterical, and not believed, 
another is Ejoterical, fully demonftrative, 
and fcientifical, and fully believed by its 
Author. Efpecially if the Paffages not je: 
lieved make the Book to be Exoterical ; the 
Paffages beheved have the fame Right to 
-make the fame Book Efoterical. 

The Third Reafon is, what Mr. Wars 
burton mutt principally depend. on. It be- 
gins thus,--- ** As the inventing Reafons for 
* the Immortality of the Soul, was one 
** Caufe of his [ P/ato’s} being efteemed the 
** grand Patron of this Belief, fo another 
** was his famous Refinement (for it was in+ 
* deed mis) of the natural Metempfychofs, 
** the peculiar Doctrine of the Pythagoreans.”. 
P- 354, or 386. Now, 

Is not this a direct Contradiction to thé 
Firft Reafon here produced; which afferted? 
"E the 
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the Platonic Philofophy to be ENTIRELY 
Pythagirean in. the Point in Queftion? Or 
how did Plate make his famous Refinement, 
one that was indeed Wis, and yet continue 
ENTIRELY in the feme Notion with Pythago- 
ras ? Or was his famous Refinement of the 
natur alMetempfychofi is, entirely Pythagorean, 
when he added a Moral Defignation to it? For 
thus Mr. Warburton goes on; ** Plato on re« 
** ceiving this Notion [viz. the Natural Me- 
τ tempfychofis] fróm his Mafter, gave it 
** this Additional . Improvement, that thefe 
* Changes and. Tranfitions. were the Pun- 
*© GATIONS of IMPURE Minps, unfit by 
“© Reafon of the Pollutions they had con" 
* tracted; to re-afcend the Place from 
ἔς whence they came, and rejoin that Sub« 
** ftance from whence they were difcerped ; j. 
** and. confequently that pure, . immaculate 
τε Souls weré exempt from this Tranfmigra- 
* tion." ibid. 

This then. was Plato $ Éfoteric. Doéirine ; A 
and Mr. Warburton confeffes, * that this 
ἐς feemed to have fomething of a moral 

“ε Defignation i in it, which his Mafter’s had 
c not'' The natural Metempfychofis was, 


i$ 


ec ἐς that the fucceffive. Tranfition of the, Soul 
2. i * into 


) 


152 The DovzriE Doctrine of 


** into other Bodies was phyfical and πὸ: 
** ceffary, and exclufive of all moral Defig- 
* nation whatever." Plato gave this an 
additional Improvement, by making the Tran-- 
fition of the Soul το ὡς in order to a Purga- 
tion: that impure Souls, by Reafon of the 
Pollutions they had contracted, could not 
te-afcend the Place from whence they came. 
Now, 

1. This State of Purgation was a State to 
which zmpure Souls were condemned; and 
confequently was a State of future Punifh- 
ment. It is not to the Purpofe, to enquire 
in what the Puni/hment of wicked Souls ac- 
cording to Plats confifted; or what were 
the particular Rewards, which they might 
enjoy: The only Point that here is in De- 
bate, is, Whether Plato believed any future 
State of Rewards and Punifhments at all ? 
It is plain, that he added fomething to, or 
made an Improvement upon the zatural 
Scheme of Pythagoras, and fo far as he add- 
ed to his Mafter’s Notion, fo far his Notions 
were not entirely Pythagorean. Now either 
Plato’s Scheme had no more Moral Defig- 
nation in it than Pythagoras’s Scheme had, 
or it had fome Moral Defignation. If it had 
D ᾿ none, 
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none, what was the Refinement, what was 
the additional Improvement, grounded on 
Impurities contracted, Pollutions, Immora- 
lities, Mifbehaviour, which caufed fuch 
Souls to be uncapable to re-afcend to the 
Place they came from? If it had fome Mo- 
ral Defignation, then the Belief of a future 
State of Rewards and Punifhments was con- 
fiftent. with Plato’s Scheme, and might be 
believed by him. 

But it feems, both Plato and PBulaius 
* agreed in excluding the Notion of 4// 
** future State of Rewards and Puniíh- 
** ments." 214, 

This fhould not be afferted without good 
Proof. Pythagoras’s Notion was, ** That 
** there was a neceffary and natural Tran- 
** fition of the Soul into Bodies, exclufive of 
** all moral Confiderations whatever." p.446, 
** or 378. This was peculiarly his; an 
* Efoteric Do&trine, delivered to be deliev- 
** ed" Plato’s Addition was, ** that zz- 
** pure Souls paffed into other Bodies by 
* Way of Purgation, as unfit to re-afcend 
** to the Place from whence they came, by 
** Reafon of Pollutions." Now if pure, im- 
maculate Souls immediately re-afcended to 

K 3 the 
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the Place from whence they came, and pol- 
luted Souls were obliged to tranfmigrate till 
they were purged ; and this on Account of 
the Pollütions contraéted, whilft they in- 
fotmed the human Body,— : then there muft 
be a Diftinction made betwixt Good' and 
Evil Men after they dié: And this is what 
is meant by a future State of Rewards and 
Punifhments; and this muft be of a moral 
Defignation. If the Soul of Cain (¢.g. ) is 
condemned to animate the Body of a Lion, 
Wolf, or any other wild Beaft, and to pafs 
from one to another for a thoufand, or ten 
thoufaind Years, or longer, or fhorter, on 
account of the Pollutions it had contiacted, 
whilft it informed the Body of Cain; j--- This 
is a Punifhment fuppofed to be proportioned 
to the Wickedne(s of Cain: And if Abel's 
Soul, pure and immaculate, prefently af- 
cended to its Place of Happinefs,. This was 
His Reward for his Virtue and Goodnefs. 

* Should you fay, that this Tranfmigration 
and Re-afcent were natural and neceffary, 
exclufive of all moral Confiderations what 
ever, this would be abfurd ; becaufe. thé 
Pollutions contracted thro’ the immoral Be- 
haviour ee Perfons here, make a Difference 
PRES os ms | between 
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-petween impure and pure Souls. Thofe be- 
came unfit to re-afcend to the Place from 
whence they came, becaufe of the Vices 
they had been guilty of: Thefe were fit to 
re-afcend, becaufe they had contracted no 
Vices, and therefore wanted no Purgation : 
Or if any had contracted but a ttle Pollu- 
tion, he was not to be continued in a State 
of Purgation fo long, as if he had been very 
much, polluted. The Unfitne/s therefore, or 
the Fitne/s to re-afcend, depended on the 
Immorality, or the Morality of the Man. 
When therefore Plato made this additional 
Improvement to, or Refinement upon Py- 
thagoras’s Scheme, He muft believe a Mo- 
ral Defignation, or elfe he did not fee the 
immediate Ufe or Defign of his own Im- 
provement, 

Mr. Warburton’s fourth Argument is this, 
** Plato in his Writings much inculcates 
** the Doétrine of a future State of Rewards 
** and Punifhments, --- and with fo much 
‘© Serioufnefs, as fhews he had a Mind to 
* be believed, But did he himfelf believe 
* them? We may be affured he did not,” 
P- 354, or 387. Why? * For being the 
€ moft {piritualized of the Philofophers, 
K 4 ** had 
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had he really de/ieved' a future State of 
* Rewards and Punifhments, he would 
* have refined and purified it, as he did the 
* Doctrine of the Eternity of the Scul, 
** which he certainly believed." ‘This Argu- 
ment goes entirely upon this Suppofition, 
that whatever Plato believed, he refined and 
purified. Mr. Warburton goes on: “ But 
* he has as good as told us, what he 
** thought of 7 [a future State of Rewards 
** and Punifhments] in his Epznomis, where 
* Writing of the Condition of a good and 
** wife Man after Death, he fays, Of whom, 
* whether ‘I be in Jeft, or in Earneft, I 
** conftantly affirm, Cc." p. 355. Here 
he ftops. What now is it that Plato con- 
ftantly affirms? Why ? (x) That when a wife 
Man dies, He fball be happy, bleffed, moft 
wife ; and, (y) that it is not poffible Lut for very 
Sew Men to become perfectly happy and bleffed. 
0C (x) Ἐυφαωμογα ἔσφῶα, x) σοφώτατον ἅμα καὶ μακάοιον. 
Flat. Epinomis. 

(3), Ὡς ἐν δυνῳτὸν ἀνθρώποις τελέως μακαείοις τε X) 
ξυφαΐμοσι γενέϑαι πλὴν ὀλέγοις. ibid. 

The whole Paffage is thus; Ὅν ;$ διιαυείζομωι παίζων 
xj axsd d ov dua, ὅτε ϑανάτῳ τὶς τῶν Toy Joy τῆν ày]é 
μοίεαν ἀνωπλῆσει, ὁγεδὸν &avareg ὠποϑανών ἣ, μήτε με- 
θέξειν ἔτι πολλῶν Tore καϑάπερ νῦν ἀιώήσεων, μιᾶς τε 
fl 4€] μοίρας μετειληφυ]α μόνον xj ἐκ πολλῶν ἕνα yeyo- 

41α, ευδαίμονᾳ τε ἔσεϑαι x) σοφωγα]ον ἅμα X) μαμφάειον. 
Plat. Epin. fub finem. p gy . 
E This 
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This is what Plafo here fays; and can any 
one infer from thefe Words, that Plato did 
not believe a future State of Rewards at 
leaft ? 

But let us examine this Paflage of Plato, 
fince it is produced at large in the third 
Edition, p. 388. Mr. Warburton tranflates 
it thus. Of whom [viz. the wife and good 
Man] both in Jeít, and in Earneft, I con- 
Jflantly affirm, that when fuch a one foall have 
Jinifbed bis deftined Courfe by Death, be fhall 
at bis Diffolution be ftript of thofe many Senfes 
which be bere enjoy d, and then only partici~ 
pate of one fimple Lot and Condition. And, 
of MANY as be has bere, being become ONE, 
he fhall be happy, wife and bleffed.. 

- My firft Objection to Mr. Warburton’s 
Tranflation is, that he renders παίζων x aredd- 
‘Cov dpa, whether I be in "efl, or in Earneft, 
or as it is fince corrected, both in "efl, and 
in Earnefl, Plato never fpeaks of fuch Sub- 
jects as the future State of good Men, iz 
efl ; nor is that the Meaning of the Phrafe, 
παίζων 3, ασεδάζων, in Plato. 

We fee when Parmenides was going to 
treat of the moft abítra& and difficult Sub- 
jee, the moft Philofophical that is, I think, 

i i 
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in all Plato, he fays, he was going πραγμαὶ 
Te ‘Sn παιδιὼν παίζων: Not to talk zz Je oft ; but 
what we fhould call, to play « dificult 
Game, to undertake a hard Task. παίζων xj 
ers" ov is a Manner of Expreflion, which . 
Plate frequently ufes; and he means by it 
no more than conffantly, at all 'Times. 

In his firft Book of Laws, he fays, He 
that. would become a good Man, ought ftrait 
fom bis Childbaod to meditate and exercifé 
bimfelf cenflantly, πῳζο τε καὶ εδάζονα, im 
every Fling that relates to bis Bufinefs, be i£ 
abbat it will, Not in Fef, but at all Times, 
evenin his Relaxations, Plat.p. 643: So again 
he ufes the Subftantives, ἔν aemoudiars 4) ἐν ame 
Jus, not for "fef and Earneff, but for regu- 
lar Conftancy and Steadinefs, 75/7. p. 647. 
In another Place in the fame Book of Laws, 
fpeaking of the common Compotations or 
Feaftings in Crete and Lacedemon, and the 
Confequences of them, that they had per- 
verted natural Pleafures, he adds, tre παίζοναι 
tire απυθάζονα 46 ἐννοῶν τὰ ew], ἐννοη]έον ὅτι, 
&v. Whether one ought to confider thefe 
Things with Exacnefs, or lefs carefully, you 
muft underftand, Gc. à, e. you muft at all times 
underftand, p. 636. Now tho’ wafer may 

1n 
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in itfelf fignify fo jef), yet when it is put in 
this Conftrudtion, with the other Word, 
emSiCev, it does not fignify, in feft, in Op- 
pofition to Earnef, but the Phrafe implies 
a regular, uniform Conftancy in any Thing, 
And this is what Plato here means, that he 
at all Times conffantly maintained and 
proved by the ftrongeft Arguments, that 
when any good or wife Man fhall finifh his 
deftin’d Courfe by Death, He íhall * az his 
^ Diffalution be ffripped of thofe many Seufes 
ἐς which be bere enjoyd." As foon as he 
dies, be fball not then any longer partake of 
many Senfes as be does bere, pire μεθέξειν trt 
σολλῶν Tite καϑάπερ νῦν ἀιϑήσεων, Ee fhall not 
any longer partake of many Senfes, which 
are but the firft Principles or Entrances to 
Reafon, but paving partook of One only Lot 
or Condition, and being as it were made one 
out of many, be will be for the future, bappys 
inof wife, and blefed, 

To underftand this, I muft obferve, that 
Archytas the Pythagorean, Plato’s Matter, 
had diftinguifhed very accurately in a fet 
Difcourfe betwixt "Αιϑησις and Neds, Senfe 
and Meus A Fragment of it is ftill re- 

maining 
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maining in Stobeus. “ Mind, fays he, is 
* the Judge of the moft valuable Things : 
* Senfe of the moft ufeful; for Senf? was 
* made for the Sake of the Body, and to 
* ferve That, but Mind was made to re- 
** gulate even thefe: Mind is the Principle 
** of Knowledge: Senfe of Opinion: Senfe 
** relates only to fuch Things as are Sez- 
“ὁ füble : Mind to what is zutelligible. What 
* is fenfible is moved and changed, and 
** never ftable, and therefore is found to be 
** more and lefs, better. and worfe: but 
* Mind, being concerned only with Iptel- 
** higibles, is never changed. Mind is in- 
* divifible, Senfe not fo." This, and a 
good deal more, is found in Archytas, as 
the Fragment is preferved in Stobeus, Ec- 
log. 1. 1. p. 92. No wonder therefore 
that Plato íays, that we íhall in a future 
State be {tripped of our many Senfes, and by 
that Means become mo/ wife, and dleffed, and 
Lappy, fince Thefe [many Senfes] being adapt- 
ed to our prefent Circumítances only, and the 
Service of the Body, will ceafe at our 
Death, anda more noble Principle will take. 


μὰ M Means of which we fhall be, 
come 
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come moff wife. The Good Man there- 
fore fhall not partake of many Senfes, as 
now he does ; but being ftripped of them, 
and having partook of One only Lot or Con- 
dition, and being as it were made One out 
of Many, he will be for the future happy, 
moft wife, and bleffed. 

What Foundation is here for the Ima- 
gination that Plato ** here fecretly intimated, 
* that when he was in eff, he affirmed 
** the future Happinefs of good Men in a 
** peculiar and diftinét Exiftence, which is 
* the popular Notion of a future States 
* But when zz Earzefl, that that Exiftence 
** was not peculiar or diftin@, but a common 
* Life without particular Senfations.” p, 
388. Plato never intimates, that he main- 
tained T'wo diftin& Notions, oze in fef, 
and the other zz Earzef : But he affirms, 
that he maintained One fingle Point, the 
felf-fame Notion concerning the future State. 
of a Good Man, conftantly, at all Times, 
without any Variation, that fuch a Man 
would become zof? Wife, and Happy. What 
Tully {ays of Socrates is true of Plato ; 
qui non tum bac, tum illud, ut in plerifque ; 
fed idem dicebat femper, animos bominum effe 

droinos 
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divinis, ijfque, cum e corpore exceffiffent, rex 
ditum ad celum patere, optimoque et jufti fr 
mo cuique expeditiffimum, quod idem Scipioni 
videbatur. Cic. dé Amicit. He did not Say 
foinetines one Thing, fometimes another, as 
wnany do, but he always faid the sam Thing; 
that the Souls of Men were divine, and when 
they went out of the Body, they returned to. 
Heaven: and that every very Good. and Supt 
Man went thither without any Difficulty. 
Scipio had the very fame Notion. 

2. The many Senfes or Senfations, dicicear, 
which here a good and wife Man has, are’ 
fuch as are inconfiftent with, or contrary 
to his being perfectly happy, and perfectly, 
wife. He muft theréfore be deprived of 
them, as foon as ever he dies; and then 
he is to become happy, and moft wife; 
The many Senfations therefore, which we 
have here, will be inftantly removed, and 
then we fhall partake of One only Condition, 
viz. Happinefs, free from that Mixture of 
Evils which here we partake of, and per+ 
Set Wifdom> What has this to do with, 
the Good Man's “ Refolution into the τὸ 5"? 
Or is it not equally true, fuppofing. the 
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Bood Man to continue in a feparate, dif 

ting Exiftence? 
τς ἃς, Plato goes on, and adds, καὶ ἐκ πνλλῶν ἕνα 
Ὑγεγονίϊα, which Mr. Warburton fays may 
fignify, '« that of δὲς many Senfations be batb 
ἐς only one left, the feeling Happinefs," 
which is the true and only confiftent 
Senfe of Plato; or elfe, ** that from being 
* in the Number of many Individuals of the 
ἐξ fame Species, he is become One, by be- 
ἔς ing join'd to, and united with the Uni- 
€ verfal Nature," 4214, This lait cannot 
be the Meaning of the Words, becaufe the 
Wife and Good Man, by being azi£ed with 
the Univerfal Nature, would not by that be- 
come Pappy, mof wile, dlefed, but would 
loofe that Wifdom, which he had already. 
Or if he is fuppofed, when united to the 
aniverfal Nature, to acquire more Happinefi, 
as Plato fays he will, and to be MorE 
@ise than he was before ; then, if he retains 
his individual Knowledge, and his Wil- 
dom and Happinefs are much smproved, 
here is a proper State of future Re- 
ward; the very contrary to which this Paf= 
fage is produced to prove. If, by being ab- 
forbed in univerfa] Nature, the Good Man 
lofes 
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Tofes all Confcioufnefs, He does not become 
moft Wife; but the Perfon, the Hz, is loft, 
or fwallowed up in the τὸ ἕν. HE is not 
more wife, but fomething compounded of 
all Good and Wife Men, a different Perfon 
made up of all thefe; becomes moft wife, 
which is contrary to Plato’s Senfe. But, if 
he means; that the feveral diftinct, indivi- 
dual Confcioufneffes of Good Men continue 
ftill, and are improved, then here is a proper 
State of Reward, which P/zzo really meant: 

As I am here fpeaking concerning this 
Pafüge in the Epinomis, I would obferve. 
one Thing further. 

Plato’s Books of Laws are (it feems) affirm- 
ed by Mr. Warburton to be Exoterical; but 
the Epinomis to be an Efoterical 'Treatife. 
If this be fo; I ask, how comes Plafo in his 
eighth Book of Laws, where he treats of 
Sacrifices, to do it fo flightly, as if he dif- 
approved of that Pra&ice, and this in an 
Exoteric Book : And yet in his Epinomis, 
which is an Efoferic Book, he advifes 
to keep up to the Cuftoms of one's Coun- 
try? Now juft the Reverfe of this 
fhould have been his Conduct; and he 
fhould have advifed to keep up the Cuftom 
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of one's Countrv in an Exoteric Book, and 
to have treated of Sacrifices fightly. or not 
at all in an Efoferic. But this by the by. 

Mr. Warburton’s sth and laft Argument 
is, * that the moft intelligent of the Antients 
= regarded what Plato faid of a future State 
** of Rewards and Punifhments, as faid in 
« the-Exoferic way to the People, and not 
* believed by himíelf" p. 355. or 388. 
To confirm this, he cites Chryfippus, Strabo 
and Ge Hus 5 ‘not one of which in terms, or 
directly, affirms, that Plato did not believe a 
future State of Rewards and Punifhments, 
or even fays that he fpoke on this Subject 
* in what Mr. Warburton means by the 
« Exoteric way to the People." — 'T'hefe are 
Confequences drawn by Mr. Warburton from 
their Words: and {uch Confequences as any: 
one may fafely deny. Chryfippus, as Mr. 
Warburton fays, ** condemiled Plato’s wrong 
« Yudgment, not his. wrong Belief, in ima- 
* gining fuch childifh Terrors could be ufe- 
« ful to the Caufe of Virtue." Becaufe He 
condemned his wrong. Sudgment in ufing 
fuch Terrors as he did to ferve the caufe of 
Virtue, therefore Mr. Warburton concludes 
that Chryfppus thought that Plato did not 

L at 
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at all believe a future State of Rewards and: 
Punifhments. Suppofe any one were to 
condemn Mr. Warburton’s wrong Judgment, 
for infifting on the Demonftration he brings 
for the Divine Legation of Mofes, would it 
be right to infer that fuch a one thought he 
did not believe the Divine Legation at all ? 

Strabo too fays, ** that the Indian Brak- 
* mans invented Fables, as Plafo did, con- 
** cerning the Immortality of the.Soul and a 
** future Judgment.” zbid. Now Mr. War- 
burton owns that Plato really believed the 
Immortality ef the Soul, which yet Strabo 
finds fault with as much as he does with the 
future Judgment. Strabo’s Teftimony therefore 
is nothing to the purpofe, fince in fact Plato 
believed the Immortality of the Soul, as is con- 
feffed: And as to the other Point, it does 
not imply that Plato did not believe the State 
of future Rewards and Punifhrnents itfelf, 
whether he believed the Fables or not. 

As to Celfus, ** he owns that what Plato 
** has faid about the future State, is not ea~ 
« fy for every one to find out : That you muft | 
* be able to underftand what he meant, by 
“ the Soul’s inability and fluggifbnefs to get up 
* fo the bigbefl Region, and, what is tbe true 

Heaven 
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ὰ Heaven and true Light.’ But how does 
this prove, that Celfus thought that Plato 
did not believe a proper future State of Re- 
wards and Punifhments? 

Arid now I am fpeaking of Plato, you'll 
éxcufe me if I examine Mr. Warburton’s 
Account of a remarkable Paffage in the 
Gorgias, which has given him no fmall 
Trouble, all arifing from a Miftake of his 
owh. His 'Fratflation is this: (z) ** There 
* was this Law concerning Mortals iri thé 
«ὦ time of Saturn, and is now always infor-- 
ἐς ced by the Gods, that he who hath lived 
** a juft and pious Life, fhould at his Death 
«ἐ be carried into the Iflands of the Bleffed, 
** and there poffefs all kinds of Happinefs, 
* untainted with the Evils of Mortality: but 
** that he who had lived uajuftly and im- 
« pioufly fhould be thruft into a Place of 
** Punifhment, the Prifon of divine Juftice; 
** called Yartarus. Now the Judges with 
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(z) Hy Guv ὃ νόμος ὅδε reed ἀνθρώπων ἐπὶ pM x ἀεὶ 

^ “ n > 4 : ^ Ἂν 
3j νῦν ἔτι Esty ty Üeoiz. Ὑῶν ἀνθρώπων τὸν Be δικαίως τὸν 
βίον diei Sola, xj dias, ἐπειδὰν. τελευ]ήση, εἰς μακάρων 
νήσους ἀπιδν]α, δικῶν ἐν πάσῃ ξυδιαιμοιέα ὀκ]δς κακῶν, TF. 
δὲ ἀδίκως x) ἀϑέως; εἰς τὸ Tii τίσεως T£ καὶ δίκης δεσμω- 
They, ὅ d Tág]aggy καλᾶσιν; teva, Téróy dà δικαςαὲ 
ἐπὶ Keóre; ^ brs densi; τῷ Διὸς τὴν ἀρχὴν ἔχοθ', Cày- 
τες ἦσαν ζώντων, &ueirn ἡμέρα, δικάζαες; ἢ μέλλοιεν Te7 
heblav’ κακῶς ἂν αἱ d'indz ἐκεϊιογο. Plato. Gorgias. p. ς 23. 


ἵν καὶ . Wheis 
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* whom the Execution of this Law was in- 

* trufted, were, in the time of Saturn, and 
"^ under the Infancy of ‘fove’s Government, 

* living Men, fitting in Judgment on the 

** living, and decréeing and appointing the very 

** Day, on which every one fhould die. This 

** gave occafion to iniquitous and perverfe 
** Judgments.” p. 209, or 226. 

How hard is Mr. Warburton put to it, to’ 
account for fome Paffages in this Fable, ari- 
fing from the "fudges paffing Sentence in Life, 
and PREDICTING the Day of the Criminal’s 
Death? He tells us of an old Eccl efiaflical 
Sfurifdiftion, p. 214. and then tells us, that 
ec by PREDICTING the Day of tbe Criminals 
** Death, was meant tbe Inflittion of a Capi- 
*€ tal Punifhment y and: by Prometheus’s £a- 
« hing the Gift from thefe fudges was meant, 
* the Civil Magiftrate’s Abolition of the Ffu- 
« rifdiétion.” ibid, What will not Fancy at 
this rate get over? 

Firft, He tells us, that thofe which were 
carried into the Iflands of the Bleffed, up+ 
right and virtuous Men, there poffefs all 
kinds of Happinefs,. untainted with the Evils 
of Mortality. Plato’s Words are ἐκτὸς κακῶν, 
out of the reach of Evils; not of Mortality, 
but of all Evils whatever. The Fable fup- 


pofes’ 
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pofes the Souls of Men to live in a future 
State, and to fubfift in either Happinefs or 
Mifery. Now good Men here were to be 
happy hereafter, not ‘ untainted with the 
** Evils of Mortality,” but to dwell in all 
Happinefs out of the reach of all Evils. 

2. Theré is not one Word in Plato about 
living Men decreeing and appointing the very 
Day on which every one fhould die. Plato’s 
Words are, Téroy δὲ dixacci — Cóflis ἦσαν Ldilur, 
ἐκείνῃ ἡμέρα δικάζονῆες, ἢ μέλλοιεν τελευᾶν. The gud- 
ges of THESE [viz. who had lived either 
well or ill] were Irving Men fitting in Fudg- 
ment on living Men, upon the very Day on 
which they were to die. Not, DECREEING 
and APPOINTING fhe very Day on which eve- 
ry one fhould die; but fitting in Judgment 
and paffing Sentence upon the Day in which 
Men were to die. 

This Miftake was a little amended in the 
latter Edition, and we have it thus, --- ving 
Men, fitting in Sudgment on the living, and 
decreeing and appointing their Abodes on the 
very Day in which every one should die. You 
will fay perhaps, that the Miftake was ow- 
ing to the Prefs, and thofe Words --- their 
Abodes --- were cafually dropt. But how 
then come we by thofe Phrafes which are 

L3 left 
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left in both Editions of the Judges. paffing 
Sentence in L ife, and PREDICTING the Day of 
the Criminal’s Death, p. 213. Third Edition, 
p. 231? If they had the Power of decreeing 
and appointing the very Day on which every. 
one fhould die, they could eafily predict the 
Day of the Criminal’s Death. But if they 
were intrufted with the Power of decreeing 
and appointing only the Abodes of Men in 
the other Life, what has this to do with 
PREDICTING the Day of the Criminals 
Deatb ? But, 

4: There is not a Word in Plato about 
PREDICTING the Day of theCriminal’s Death, 
The Judges did indeed Soreknow it, viv γὰρ 
πρΐσασι s and the Story fays, that thefe Jud- 
ges paffed their Judgment gn the very Day 
of Death, But fhey neither preditied, nor 
decreed, nor appointed it; nor does Plato ufe 
any Word that implies fuch PrepicTion. 
The Judges at that Time had, as the Story 
fays, a certain Foreknowledge of the Day 
when every Man was to die: And as they 
had, and were to exercife a Jurifdiction either 
to acquit or to condemn a Man, they met 
with great Difficulties from falfe Witneffes, 
who were ready to eng in favour of the 

Rich 
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Rich and Powerful: Or there were Prejudi- 
ces, which warped the Judges themfelves, 
atifing from Beauty, or fome kind or other 
of real or imaginary Perfection. ΤῸ puta 
Stop therefore to wrong Judgments arifing: 
from thefe and fuch like Caufes, Fupiter re- 
folves to interpofe: and firft he puts a Stop 
to Men's foreknowing the Day cf any one's 
Death, not to their predicting it, for that 
was foreign to the Purpofe. The Judges 
were by their Charter to judge on the Day 
when any one was to die, and only upon 
that. When therefore their Foreknowledge 
of that Day was taken from them, their 
Jurifdiction muft neceffarily ceafe. But, 

4. Suppofe: thefe Judges could and did 
PREDICT the Day of every Man's Death, 
by a ftrange Stretch of Fancy, Mr. Warbur- 
ton interprets this thus —- If this be fo, then . 
by predicting the Day of the Criminal’s Death 
was meant the Infliction of a Capital Punifh- 
ment. To underftand this we muft go a 
little back, and look into a Relation of Dio- 
dorus Siculus, He tells us, “ 77 was. a Cuf- 
“ tom in Egypt for "fudges to be appointed at 
** every one’s Interment £o examine bis ῥα 
sé Life, and to condemn and acquit according 


L 4 to 
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* ta the Evidence. Thefe Sfudges were of the 
“ Priefthood, ^ .— and it feems ** they grew 
“© very partt and iniquitous in procefs of 
τε time." "This, fays Mr. Warburton, ** I 
* fuppofe gave Birth to the general Fable. 
* But there is one Circumftance which this 
* does not fo clearly: account for, namely 
** of the Judges pafing Sentence in Life and 
* paEDICTING the Day of the Criminals 
* Death." It is true it does not at all ac- 
count for, what is not in P/zío, nor any 
where elfe. See now how ftrongly Imagi- 
nation will work to get over an imagined: 
Difficulty. ** To underftand thefe things 
“ we muft conclude, what is very probable. 
* that the Cuftom meitioned- by Diodorus 
‘ was only the Succeffion of a more early’ 
* one, where the Prie/fs judged the living 
** Criminal for thofe Crimes that the Czvi/ 
* Tribunal could not fo conveniently take: 
* notice of;" 'Fhis you fee is mere Inven- 
tion to get.rid of the Difficulty. And their 
follow the Words — “ ‘if this be fo, then 
& by predicting the Day of the Criminals. 

" Death was meant the Infliétion of a capital 
gd Punifhment. ^ ἘΠῚ, he invents “ an 
** Ecclefiaftical JurifdiGtion. with coactive 
** Power, 


" 
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8 Power ;’ " and then, that coaltve Power 
extended to the Power of Life and Deaib ; 
and then this imaginary Ecclefaftical furij- 
dittion gave Birth to a Fable wherein no 
mention is made or hinted at about Eccle- 
faftical Furifdiétion, or Priefts; and laftly 
what is /uppofed to be in the Fable, and is. 
not, about PREDICTING the Day of a Cri- 
minals Death, means, the inflicling capital 
Punifbment, which likewife is not in the 
Fable, nor any thing fimilar to it. 

One would think this Fable, or fabulous 
Covering, was very natural and eafy : It was 
to tell us that all Men were accountable to 
God for all their A&ions; and that he would: 
not be influenced, as Men too often are, by 
Riches and-Grandeur in favour of the Power- 
ful, nor by Calumny and Contempt, againft' 
the Poor and Miferable: That our Souls do 
not die with our Bodies, but are to be re- 
warded and punifhed hereafter: That the 
Good and Virtuous here are to dwell in Hape 
pinefs, free from all Evils : That the Vicious 
and Impious are to be thruft into a Place of 
Punifhment. This might be drefs’d up in 
Fable, or Emblem, or Allegory ; and nothing 
could be more natural and eafy than the 
Story, as it lies in Plato. But when this is 

fuppofed 
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Í:ppofed to be founded on an Ecclefiaftical. 
Jurifdi&ion with coactive Power; and an 
Abolition of fuch Power by the Civil Ma- 
giftrate, it is all incoherent, and all the 

Symmetry and Beauty of the Fable is loft. 
5. What Words in Plato can be fo per- 
verted as to imply that he meant the Civil 
“ Magiftrate’s Abolition of Ecclefiaffical Fu- 
* wifdiéhion ?" Why it feems the Fable 
goes on thus -— Zvizg Men paffed Judgment 
en kving Men on the Day they were to die, 
upon Men that bad band[ome Bodies, tbat 
were of high Birth, that bad great Riches, 
and powerful Relations, Thefe things corrup- 
ted the "fudges, and made them pafs upon fuch 
as bad wicked Souls a wrong "fudgment : for 
awhen tbe "fudgment was to be, many Witneffes 
came for them, and witneffed for their good 
Life, however wicked they bad been. Upon 
Complaint of this, Jupiter refolued to correct 
this Evil, and would not have either Judges or 

Sfudgment in this World, but in the next, 
where a Soul could fee a Soul, and both fudge 
end Criminal were firipp’d of all Difguife. 
He therefore in the firft Place orders Prome- 
theus to take away the "fudges Prefcience of... 

the Day of Men's Death which they then bad.. 
Let 
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Let us now fuppofe the Story which Dias 
dorus tells us, and which I have juft now 
mentioned, to be true, What now is Mr, 
Warburton’s Application? Why --- “ If 
“δὶς be fo” --- then by Prometheus's taking 
* away the Gift [of Prefcience] from them 
[7. e. from the Judges mentioned in Plato’s 
Fable] zs meant, the Civil Magiftrate’s Aboli- 
tion of the [Ecclefiaftical] furifdicfion. He 
might as well have faid, King Henry VIII's 
Abolition of the Pofe’s Supremacy. For 
the Fable relates as much to the one as the 
other. 

Laftly, His Interpretation of Virgil’s --- 
falfo damnati crimine Mortis --- for the fake 
of which all this feems to be introduced, 
is ‘as extraordinary as the Interpretation of 
Pjato's Fable. He fays, it does not fignify 
* Men falfly condemned, but wrongly judged 
** whether to Acquittal or Convittion. For 
« Condemnation being oftneft the Sentence 
** of Juftice, the greater part is put for the 
** whole figuratively.” p. 212, or 230. That 
is, to condemn, may be put for to acquit: 
by the fame Figure to bang a Man too, may 
be put for to reprieve or pardon, becaufe 
Hanging is oftner the Sentence of Juftice 

‘than 
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than Reprieving or Pardoning. How would 
one Inftance, from any Author, of this 
Senfe of the Word condemn, put for to free, 
or fet at Liberty, have cleared up this Mat- 
ter? Could not one Author have fuppiied an, 
Inftance, where damzare is put for Liberare ? 
' Mr. Warburton knows too well, not to 
be impofed on by any Miftakes, which a 
lefs learned Man might poftibly have been 
led into by fome Grammarians and Critics. 

But enough of this. If I have fhewn 
Mr. Warburton to havé been miftaken in 
this Point of the double Doctrine of the 
Antients, great Part of his Third Book will 
be nothing to the Purpofe. 


I defign in the Third Place to confider 
what this Learned Writer has undertaken to 
fhew about the Nature of the "fewifb Theo- 
eraty, and its Duration, Perhaps you may 
think that I might as well have left this 
Subject, till his next Volume hall appear, ' 
fincé in That He propofes to treat more 
largely ‘upon this Head. But Objections to 
what He. has already publifhed may be of 
fome Ufe, even to.him ; and may tend to 
make his further Difquifitions more accu- 

rate 


* 
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tate, if evet they fhould appear; and 
therefore I fhall confider what is already in 
every-Body's Hands. 

_ The firft Thing that ftruck me, upon 
this Subject, was his Attack upon Mr, 
Bayle, for what he has faid about the Na- 
ture of a certain penal Law in the Fewi/h 
Republic. Mr. Bayle had ftated the Ob- 
jection thus, as Mr. Warburton gives us his 
Words. ‘ The Law of Mofes gives no To- 
τς Jeration to Idolaters and falfe Prophets, 
* whom it punithes with Death.--- From 
whence it follows, that all the Reafons f 
* have employed in the firft Part of this 
** Commentary prove nothing, becaufe they 
prove too much ; namely, that the lite- 
* ral Senfe of the Law of Mofes, as far as 
** it relates to the Punifhment of Opinions, 
** would be impious and abominable. There- 
* fore fince God could, without violating 
the eternal Order of Things, command 
the ‘fews to put falfe Propbets to Death, 
it follows evidently, that he could, un- 
* der the Gofpel alfo, command Orthodox 
< Believers to infli& the fame Pnnifhment 
* upon Heretics.’ Div. Leg. Vol. Il. 
Ρ. 367-8. 
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Mr. Bayle ** ingenuoufly owns this Ob- 
* jection to be ftrong ;” and He declares, 
that He ** knows fome, who.have no great- 
** er Difficulties to hinder their believing, 
** that God was the Author of the Laws of 
* Mofes; and of all thofe Revelations that 
** occafioned fo much Slaughter and De- 
** vaftation, than this very Bülinef$ of In- 
** tolerance, [Ὁ contrary to our cleareft Ideas 
** of natural Equity." 2614, 

What now is Mr. Warburton’s Remark 
upon this? Why, He hints as if Mr. Bayle 
was ‘one of thofe backward Believers, as 
* by fome of his Exprefüons he gives us 
** Reafon to fufpect.”” It is not my Defign 
to enter into a Vindieation of Mr. Bayl’s 
Sentiments; but yet I cannot but ask, which © 
are thofe Exprefions in this Paffage, upon’ 
which Mr. Warburton is fo ready to ground 
his Sufpicions of Mr. Bayle’s being one of 
thofe backward Believers ? What have per- 
fonal Reflexions to do in a Cafe that is to be 
managed with Argument and Reafon? But, 

Mr. Bayle ** dwelt with Pleafure on this 
** Circumftance, as he thought it favour'd 
* his darling Scepticifm,” 757. Where 
does it appear, that he dwelt with Pleafure 

on 
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on this Circumftance? Or what is the Cir- 
cumftance he dwelt on? Ifit be the Bufnefs 
of Intolerance, --- Surely, he ought to be 
commended for dwelling on that Subje& ; 
nor ought he to be fu/peéfed of being a dack- 
ward Believer on that Account. If the Cir- 
cumftance, on which he dwelt with Pleafure, 
be the removing a Difficulty taken from a 
penal Law among the ‘fews:--- This too 
- deferves the Commendation of every Man, 
Believer or not Believer, and is no Foun- 
dation for any ill Sz/zcions. Let Mr. Bayle 
have been e'er fo great a Sceptic, nothing of 
that kind dere appears: And why Mr. 
Warburton fhould mention this, upon Occa- 
fion of this Quofation, unlefs it be to raife 
Envy or Prejudice againft the Man, whom 
he did not like, I cannot conceive. 

It is true, that Mr. Bzy/e has here ob- 
ferved, “ That it feems to be a Mark of 
** God's Sovereign Pleafure, that we fhould 
** not arrive at Certainty in any Thing, fec- 
* ing he has given Exceptions in his holy 
* Word to almoft all the common Notices 
** of Reafon," 2614, I will not prefume to 
affirm what are the Exceptions he had in 
View, This is certain, That there are Dif- 

ficulties, 
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ficulties, which have exercifed the Wits of 
the Beft and Trueft Friends to Revelation, 
and of the ableft Writers, to refolve them. 
This very Subject of Toleration, and this 
very Difficulty about the Punifhment of 
Idolatry with Death, was never cleared up, 
(if you will take Mr. Warburton’s Word for 
it,) till Mr. Locke wrote his Letter upon 
Toleration. But fince Mr. Warburton af- 
fures us, that ** before he has done with In- 
* fidelity, he hopes to fhew, that the 
** Word of God contains No Exceptions to 
* the common Notices of Reafon," 2014. 
I íhall live in hopes to fee a compleat An- 
{wer to all thofe Difficulties, which hither- 
to have been raifed by Good and Honeft 
Men, and I fhall heartily and fincerely 
congratulate him on his fuccefsful Labors. 
But let us proceed. 
Mr. Warburton affirms, that “ the Solu- 
* tion of this Difficulty,” viz. of the ca- 
pital Punifhment of Idolatry, ‘ was above 
* Mr. Bayle's Strength, had ke been never 
* (0 willing to reconcile Scripture to Rea- 
* fon. The Truth is, Yudea was a mere 
€ Serra incognita to this great Adventurer.” 
Here again we want Proof, and not mere | 
Affertion ; 
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Affertion ; and what Reafon there is to call 
for it, will appear prefently. He goes on; 
Our excellent Countryman Μὲ. Locke, who 
* wrote about this Time on the fame 
** Subjeét,--- was much happier i in his Ac- 
ἐς count of the Matter.’ Happy England, 
that Mr. Locke was born here! His Letter 
concerning Toleration might have been fuf- 
peded to have come from fome Foreigner, 
fince he publifhed his Book, not in his na- 
tive Language, and printed it at Tergaw, 
and directed it to a Dutch Divine, and fo 
put his Name fo it, that a thoufand may 
look on its Title, and not know, that it 
was the Work of an Englifb Man, or that 
Με. Locke wrote it; But let us fee what 
Mr. Locke fays. 
« ΧΑ: to the Cafe of the Yíraelites, {ays he, 
* in tbe Jewifh Commonwealth, who being 
* initiated into the Mofaic Rites, and made 
* Citizens of the Commonwealth, did af- 
“ terwards apoftatize from the Worfbip of 
* the God of lírael, Thefe were proceeded 
* againft as TRayTors and REBELS, guilty” 
* ef no lei than Hicu Treason. For 
ἐς tbe Commonwealth of the Jews, different 
ἐς in That from all others, was an abfoluta 
M ἐξ “ THBoskacy $ 
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* THEOCRACY 5 nor was there, nor could 
* there be any Difference between the Com- 
«ὁ monwealth and the Church. The Laws 
« eflablifbed there concerning the Worfbip of 
** ‘the one invifible Deity were the Civil Laws 
« of tbe People, and a Part of their Politi- 
* cal Government, in which God bimfelf was 
* the Legiflator. This he faid, and fof 
* aught I can learn, he was the Fir that 
* faid it. $0 that the Remark was as new 
* às it was folid," p. 369: 

: What I would obferve upon this is, Firft; 
Mr. Warburton fays, that our Countryman, 
‘Mr. Locke, was the jirft that gave this So- 
lution’ of this Difficulty; and when He 
gave it, it was New. Secondly, Mr. Bayle- 
was not able to folve it, “ zt was above bis 
“ Strength, had he been never fo willing.” 
I add, Thirdly, that ** before Mr. Warbur- 
** fo had féen the Solution in Mr. Locke’ $ 
* Tieatife, or knew that He, or any one 
« elfe, had given it, He conceived it to be 
* the only dofus to the Objection.” ibid. 

Now Firf, Mr. Bayle wrote his Commen- 
tary in the Year 1686. Mr. Locke publithed 
his Epiftle concerning Toleration not till 
7689, and then publithed it at T. erga 


in 
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in the fame Country, where Mr. Bayle had 
publifhed his Commentary. Confequently 
Mr. Bayle wrote Three Years before Mr. 
Locke, Secondly Mr. Bayle gave the very 
Solution that Mr. Locke gave to this Diffi- 
culty ; and confequently Mr. Locke was not 
the Fir/? that gave the true Solution of this 
Difficulty, nor was his Solution New; 
Thirdly, If therefore Mr. Locke’s Solution 
was “ folid," and “ the only proper Anfwer 
** fo the Objettion;’ Mr. Bayle’s was as fo 
lid and proper ; and confequently again, 
* this Difficulty was not above his Strength.” 
Ihave from Mr. Warburton tranfcribed 
Mr. Locke’s Words ; it is fit to tranfcribe 
Mr. Bayle’s, that You yourfelf may fee his 
Solution. He has mentioned fome other 
Confiderations relating to this Difficulty, 
and then he proceeds thus, --- ‘ But where- 
* fore, will fome fay; why put a Man to 
* Death for perfuading his Neighbour 
* £o worfhip another Divinity, which in 
* his Judgment he believes to be true? 
** Becaufe by that particular Form of Go- 
* vernment, and in that Theocracy, under 
* which the People of Urael liv’ d, this 
« * was an Overt- dtd of Higb Treafon : it was 

M 2 ss * aw 
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an Attempt of Rebellion againft the So- 
vereign Magiftrate. Now, fince Order 
eternal and immutable confers.a Power 
on the Magiftrate of punifhing Treafon | 
and Rebellion, and whatever tends to the 
overthrowing the Conftitution ; it is plain, 
that God being once conftituted Head of the 
Jewith Commonwealth, whoever fhould 
afterwards alienate his own Allegiance, or 


* endeavour to draw others away, deferved 
** to die as a Traitor and Rebel : Nor will it 


"avail himi, that in fo doing he followed 
the Light of his Confcience; this being 
a fingular Cafe, in: which God by an 
: extraordinary Appointment, viz. "That of 
‘a Theocratical Government among the 
σεις,  derogates from the Immunities of 
Confcience: The Crime in this Cafe be- 
comes punifhable by the Secular Arm, in 
Quality of Treafon and Teen. againift 
the State; Gc." ᾿ 

- The Point here is, only to m thefe 


Tui, whether Mr. Lécke was the firff that 
gave the £rue Solution of the Difficulty, and 
"whether his Solution was zew, as well ds 
old and whether tlie Difficulty was above 
Mr. Bayle’s Sirengih toanfwer, Now Mr. 
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Bayle wrote three Years before Mr. Locke. 
Mr. Baylés Solution is taken from the 
Theocratical Government among the Jews: SO 
is Mr. Locke's. In this State, fays Mr. 
Bayle, Idolatry was Treafon and Rebellion: 
Idolaters were Traitors and Rebels, fays Mr. 
Locke. In that Theocracy, fays Mr. Bayle, 
under which the People of Yrael liv’d, Idola- - 
try was an Overt-A& of High-Treafon ; ἐξ 
was an Attempt of Rebellion againft the 
Sovereign Magiftrate: Such People were 
guilty, fays Mr. Locke, of no lefs than High 
Treafon. ‘The Crime, fays Mr. Bayle, was: 
_. punifbable. by the fecular Arm in Quality of 
Treafon: and Rebellion agaimf? the State: 
The Worfhip of the One God, fays Mr. Locke,’ 
was a Part of their Political Government,—- 
the Civil Laws of the People ; from whence 
he argues, that Idolaters were proceeded 
againfl as Traytots aud Rebels.. So then 
they Both account for this Difficulty on the 
very fame Principles; they Both ufe the 
fame Expreffions ; they Both refolve it into 
the Theocracy eftablifhed among the ews; 
they Both allow it to be owing to the par= 
ticular Conftitution of that People, in which 
God was the Sovereign. Magiftrate: And 
M 3 yet 
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yet Mr. Locke was much bappier in bis Acs 
cotnt of this Matter, than Mr. Bayle. Can 
this be owing to: any thing elfe but this, 
Mr. Locke was our excellent Countryman, 
Mr. “Bayle was not our Countryman,. but was 
abackward Believer. 

- But neither was Mr. Locke, nor Mr. Bayle,. 
the firft that had publifhed to the World. 
this Solution of this Difficulty. Dr. Spencer 
had done it before either of them. He, in 
a Differtation, which Mr. Warburton has 
treated as of little Efteem, has fhewn, that 
God, as King of the ews, had given Laws 
about the punifhing Idolaters with Death, 
* utpote rebellibus et majeftatis imminutae 
** nanifofís," as Rebels, and guilty of Trea- 
fon. '"Fhis was publithed by him in the 
Year 1685. So that Mr. Locke was not the 
Firf, that gave the. true Anfwer. to the 
Difüculty ; no not the f/f of even our 
Chuntrymex. And what i$ not a little re- 
fnarkable, Dr. Spencer confiders. the wrong 
Ufe that might be made. of this Law, δὲ 
Mr, Bayle and Mr. Locke did after him. 
* E legibus hifce perperam. colligitur, quod 
* nobis etiam in Mololatras et hereticns s dida 
τί é emma. eure: icu "AH po 
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f* ef omnibus, nifi jf quos ζῦλος πικρὸς, OC CCA 
< vit, Tíraelitas leges illas a Deo accepiffe, 
** gon quatenus Jehovah, fed quatenus Je- 
** hovah ffator effet, et inter eos, inflar regis 
** politici, modo vifihili et externo verfaretur.” 
Jt is a great Miflake, fays he, £o conclude 
from thefe Laws, that 11. is lawful for Us to 
take away the Lives of Tdolaters and Here- 
tics ; ; for it is manifeft to all, except fuch as 
à bitter Zeal has s flarkl blinded, that God gave 
the Jews thofe Laws, not as the God of Heaven, 
er Governor of the Uniyerfe, but as God 
their Kine, and was amongft them as their 
PorrricAL Governor. De Theocratia 
Judaica, p. 254. 

The Commonwealth of I/rael was cer- 
tainly different from all other Common- 
‘wealths, that either are, or ever were in 
the World, Their Civil Laws were given 
by God, and fo were the Laws relating to 
their Religion. and Modes of Woríhip. In 
this They were different from all other Peo- 
ple, that no Diftinction ought. to be made 
‘betwixt their Civil and Ecclefiaftical Laws ; 
for in Stri€tnefs their whole Body of Laws 
made up .one Civil Body of Inftitutes, 


whereof God was the proper Legiflator, 
M 4 - «who 
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who founded their Commonwealth, In all 
other States the Society have fet up their 
Commonwealth, and have atmed their Ma- 
giftrates with Power, as they thought moft 
neceffry or ufeful to themfelves: And, if 
they have thought fit to embrace the Chrif- 
tian Revelation, this has made no Altera- 
tion in the Civi/ State. "That has gone on 
in its former Rout, changing, altering, re- 
pealing, adding to, its Civil Laws, without 
Blame, and without Cenfure. But amongft 
the Jews it could not be fo, without reject- 
ing God from being their King, and de- 
claring themfelves diffatished with the Laws 
which he gave them. Now a King invis 
Jfible, being their King, they had no Oppor- 
tunity or Poffibility of having Accefs to 
him, or confulting with, or taking Direce 
tions from him, but in the Manner pre- 
fcribed: Either they were to confult his 
Oracle; or to follow the Directions of Per- 
fons known to be in/pired by him; or there 
muft have been fome extraordinary Inter- 
pofition, from whence they could conclude 
how they were to act. 
|. This Form of Government of the Jews, 


peing properly call’ d à Theocracy, there are 
Two 
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Two Points, which Mr. Warburton has 
largely confider'd. The Firf is, in Rela- 
tion to the Origin, Continuation, and Du- 
ration of this Theecracy. , The Other is, in 
Relation to the Exercife of an extraordinary 
Providence over particular Perfons, as well 
as over the Sfate in general, 

In Relation to the Former of thefe Points, 
He tells us, ** that moft Writers fuppofe it 
* to have ended with the Judges, but 
** fcarce any bring it lower than the Capti- 
** ify: On the contrary; I hold, that in 
‘© ftri&t Truth and Propriety it ended not 
** till the coming of Cérif.”’ p. 404. Here 
it is, that He attacks Dr. Spencer’s Différ- 
tation on the Sewifb 'Theocracy, ‘ a Trea- 
«© tife by no Means in the Number of thofé 
* on which Spencer raifed his Reputation ; 
* He goes on a wrong Hypothefis; he 
* ufes weak Arguments; and he is con- 
** fufed, and inconfiftent in his Affertions.” 
P. 414. . 

Are we not now from hence to imagine, 
that Dr. Spencer was one of thofe Writers 
that fuppofed the Theocracy to have ended 
with the Judges, or at furtheft with the 
Captivity i ? And yet Mr. Warburton i is forced 

to 
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fo own, that Spencer “ fuppofes,” [I fay He 
pofitively affert]. “that fome obícure Foot- 
< fteps of it remained ta the Time of Chri; 
yes, and longer too, for his Words are, ad 
extrema ufque Politia fue tempora, ie. quite 
to the laft Times of their Polity, even to the 
laft Times of expiring Judaifm. 

_ Butfuppofing Dr. Spencer to be fomewhat 
** confufed and inconfiftent" in his Account 
of the Theocracy.; Surely he is pardonable, 
fince he tells us, that Nobody had before ens 
ter'd fully into that Affair: if any bag 
touched upon it, it was only by tbe by. Let us 
fee if Mr. Warburton be more clear and 
confiftent in his Account of this Matter. 

His firft Charge againft him is, That He 
thought the Theocracy was eftablifhed by 
Degrees, and abrogated by Degrees. A 
** Conceit highly abfurd, fays Mr. Warbur- 
** fon, as God was Legiflator.” p. 4E5. But 
wherein lies the Abfurdity of this Gradual 
Progrefi and Gradual Declenfion, even in 
Cafes where God was Legiflator ?. I fuppofe 
he will fay, that the Tdeocracy began at. the 
Joflaut of the Horeb Covenant ; and not 
when the Children of Jfracl were delivered 
fiom Egypt, and were fuft under the im- 

mediate 
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mediate Protection of God. But Spencer in- 
tended by his Word TZeocracy, a!l the Time 
that the ‘Yews were under the direct Power 
and immediate Dominion of God; which 
certainly began at the Deliverance of the 
gews from Egypt, and was compleated in 
the higheft and fulleft Senfe, at the Horeb 
Covenant, when God was Hn their 
King. 

So when Dr. Spencer {peaks of its ὧς 
chining gradually,-—-of the Government of God 
being leffened,-— of its making a nigher Apn 
proach to its ceafing ; I think, if there be.an 
Abfurdity or Inconfftency in this Manner of 
fpeaking, it may be juftified by Mr. War- 
burton’s own Authority. He himfelf tells 
us, that “ indeed in the Period immediately 
* preceding their [the ‘Yews] Captivity, on 
* the gradual withdrawing the extraordi- 
** nary Providence from them,--- they be- 
** gan to entertain Doubts concerning God's 
“ further peculiar Regard to them, δε ῥὶς 
* cbofen People." p.400. So that he here 
exprefsly owns 4 GRADUAL WITHDRAWING 
of the extracriinary Providence from the 
‘fews. And where is the Abfurdity of Dr. 
fever 5 £redus] Declezfion, or luminution 
δὰ, of 
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GRADUAL WITHDRAWING of tbe extraor-. 
dinary Providence is not table unto? Or 
was not the gradual withdrawing of the ex-. 
traordinary Providence, a proper Imminution: 
of the Theoeracy? Dr. Spencer conceived, 
that this gradual Declenfion of the Theocracy: 
began in the J/raelites Demand of a King ; 
that it was more leffen'd when God called. 
Saul and David to the Head of Affairs; that 
under Solomon it became nearer to its Cef-. 
fation. And in Proof of this he urges the. 
Di(üfe of the Urim and Fhummim, and fuch - 
other Arguments as fhew’d there was not. 
fuch frequent Interpofitions of an extréordi-. 
nary Providence, as were under the "fudges, 
or in Sofbua's, or in Mofes’s Days: At the 
fame time he contends, that fome- obícure 
Footfteps of it continued to the lat Times 
of their State. Now Mr. Warburton hath 
not fhewn, that the gradual. Declenfian of 
the Theocracy-did not Jegiz, when Spencer 
fays it did ; but only that it did not ceafe at 
the Time when Spencer faid it began to des 
cline. And fince he owns, that there was a 
gradual withdrawing of the. extraordinary 
Providence before the Captivity, he auf 
ae own 
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own a gradual Imminution, even whil 
God's Viceroy continued upon bis Throne = 
And what will be the Abfurdity or Incon- 
fiftency in Spencer; that he himéelf is not 
liable unto? But, 
. 2. I muft obferve fata: Dr. Spencer 
maintains, ** that fome. obícure Footfteps 
* of the "Theocracy remainéd. even Zo the 
* Time of Chrift." And Mr. Warburton 
holds, that i it ** ended not till ze coming of 
* Chrift." p. 494» 417. Dr. Spencer is con- 
fiftent : But it is far from being clear, that Mr. 
Warburton is fo. For. He hath told us, 
that in the Period, immediately preceding 
‘the Captivity, there was a gradual with- 
drawing of the extraordinary Providence. 
4p. 400.. In another Place he tells us, that 
* after their perfect Settlement, on their 
* Return from Captivity, (when we know 
from. the Courfe and Progrefs of God's 
Oeconomy, the extraordinary Providence 
.* would ceafe,) we hear no more of it a- 
* mongft them, nor did they make the 
τς leaft. Pretence to it, tho’ they now ad- 
.** hered- much: more flri&dly to their Re- 
ΒΩ ligion, than’ they had ever done before. 
. They: pretended not,-- to either Prophets, 
|... Oracles 


^ 
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** Oracles, or extraordinary Difpenfations,”* 
p.44o. Here Mr. Warburton mentions the 
Misfortune at ** Bethfura; caufed by the 
ἐς Sabbatical Year ; a Misfortune, of which 
|. we have no Inftance before the Capti: 
** vity, and therefore a plain Proof, that the 
“extraordinary. Providence was indeed with- 
* drawn." p.440. Again; «The extra 
τε ordinary Providence kept gradually de-' 
* caying, till on zbezr full Settlement dus 
“ their Return it ENTIRELY CEASED.’ 
Pi 445- C 

"From thefe Affertions of Mr. Worburten 
Targue, 1. That if the Extraordinary Pro- 
vidence ENTIRELY CEASED, on the ful 
Settlement of the Fews, after their Return, it 
ceafed fome Centuries at leaft before the 
Days of Chrif?'; and confequently ‘the Lheo- 
cracy muft have ceafed fome Centuries be- 
fore the Days of Cbrif. How then is Mr. 
Warburton mpre confiftent about the Dura= 
tion of the Theocracy. than Others are, fince 
he pleads for its Continuance till Chri ifs Time, 
and yét maintains, that it entirely ceafed fo 
long before his Time ? And, 2. The Affair 
‘of Bethfura feerns to intimate, that God did 


not give to the Sew: a double Portion of 
Corn, 
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Corn, or of the Fruits of the Earth, the 
Year before the Year of reft ; for they were 
forced to make Peace with Antiochus, becaufe 
they bad no Vitfuals there to endure the Siege, 
3t being a Year of reft to the Land, 1 Macc. 
vi. 49. Now God had promifed his Biej- 
Jing upon them in the Sixth Year, that it 
Jhould bring forth Fruit for three Years, 
Lev. xxv. 21. The People therefore want- 
ing Victuals at Bethfura in the Sabbatical 
Year, it may feem probable, that the imme- 
diate extraordinary Providence was then 
ceafed, or elfe they would not have been 
forced to fubmit to their Enemies for Want 
of Viétuals, that Year more than another. 1 
only argue with Mr. Warburton, that it may 
feem probable, that the extraordinary Pro- 
vidence had at that Time exzrely ceafed : 
And if fo, then it had ceafed 183 Years be- 
fore Chriff at leaft. The Point then is to 
prove, that notwithftanding this entire Cej- 
fation, yet it continued fo long, as Mr. 
Warburton tells us, it did continue. 

3. Mr. Warburton taxes Dr. Spencer with. 
Abfurdity, for maintaining, that ** the firit 
* Step to the Abrogation" of the Theocra- 
ey ‘* was the Z/raelites Demand of a King: 

* that 
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** that it was more impaired when Saul and 
* David got Poffefüon of the Throné: 
* that it approached much nearer its End, 
* when it became hereditary under Salomon ; 
ἃς and yet for all this, that fome obfcure 
** Footfteps of it remained even to the Time 
* of Chrif." p. 415. 

Let us now confider Mr. Warburton’s own 
Words thirty Pages off. He is fpeaking of 
the GRADUAL WITHDRAWING of the ex- 
traordinary Providence. ** Under the Fudges, 
** fays he, it was perfectly equal. And du- 
* ring that Period of the Theocracy, it is 
* remarkable we hear of no Complaints 
** at all. When the People had rebellioufly 
* demanded a King, and their Folly was fo 
* far complied with, that God fuffered 
“the Theocracy to be adminifter’d by a 
« Viceroy, there was as was fitting, a great 
ἐς ABATEMENT in the Vigour of this ex- 
'** traordinary Providence, partly in natural 
'** Confequence, God being further removed | 
᾿ςς from the immediate Adminifrations part- 
« Jy in Punifhment of their Rebellion. And 
* foon after this, it is that we firft find them 
» beginning to-make their Remarks and 
be Complaints of Inequality. From hence 
: os * t9 
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* to the time of the Captzuity, the extraor- 
* dinary Providence kept GRADUALLY DE- 
* cAviNG, till on their full Settlement, 
* after their return; it eütirely ceaféd." p. 
" 445. 

What now is the Différence betwixt 
thefe two Great Men? Dr. Spenter has da: 
ted the Abatement of the Theocracy from 
the End of the ''unés of the Fudges: Mr. 
Warburton allows that “ Under the "fudges 
* it was perfeétly equal." Dr. Spencer fays; 
that the Theocracy fuffered fome Imminu- 
tion under David and Solamon: Mr. War- 
burton fays; ** When the People demanded 
* a King --- -- theré was a great Abatement 
* in the Vigour of this Extraordinary Pro- 
ἐς idence.” At laft Mr: Warburton owns 
à TOTAL CEssATION upon the return of 
the Yews from Captivity ; and to the time 
of the Captivityia Grapuat Decay: Dr. 
Spencer fays; there was a Gradual Imminu- 
tion of the 'Fheocracy ; but as for a ToT AL 
CzssaTiow before Chzjfs time; he was not 
m enough to: maintain That. 

- T cannot but obferve, that Mr. War- 
ju afferts, and feems to know a priori, 
that the Extraordinary Providence would 

N ceafe, 
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ceafe, a great many Ages before Chriff; and 
notwithftanding this, he maintains that the 
Theocracy was to continue till the Days of 
Chrif. His Words are, what I in part have 
cited already, but which I muft again repeat. 
* After their perfect Settlement on their 
* return from Captivity, whea we know 
«© from the Cour[e and Progrefs of God's Oeco- 
« nomy, the extraordinary Providence would 
“© cegfe,. &c/' p. 440. How does Mr. War- 
burton know from the Courfe and Progrefs of 
God's Occonomy, that at that time the extra- 
ordinary Providence wourp ceafe? Did 
God ever difcover beforehand, that it fhould 
ceafe after their Return and Settlement’ in 
their own Land? Or by what Rule does he 
form a Judgment, that what was Grapu- 
ALLY DECAYING to the Captivity, was en- 
tirely to ceafe after their Return and full Set- 
tlement ; and yet was to continue till 
Chriff’s time, even fome Hundred of Years 
after their full Settlement? I fear Mr. War- 
burton has pronounced a certain Knowledge, 
where he has not fufficient Principles to 
reafon on. 

He owns, that the extraordinary Provi- 
dence ** was Jong ceafed,” when the Au- 

thor 
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thor of Ecclefafticus lived. p. 439. And 
whilft the 5fexos were out of their own Land; 
it was impoffible that they fhould obferve 
the Laws oftheir King: He had given them 
up to Captivity; and in courfe the wholé 
Fraie of their Republic was disjointed, if 
not perfectly diffolved during thofe Seventy 
Years. When They retürned into their 
own Land, dnd fo their national Laws and 
Conftitutions, and were fettled ; there does not 
feem to be any Return, or at leaft Continuance 
of an Extraordinary Providence. For the O- 
racle of God ceafed; Prophecy and Prophets 
foon ceafed; the promifed Bleffing of the 
Sabbatical Year ceafed; in fhort, the Yews 
then began to form a Plan of their own, they 
mingled up with the Law given by God, 
an heterogeneotis Compofition of Human 
Laws, which were more obferved by many 
than the Law of God when Chri/ appeared, 
and which he condemned as fo many Addi- 
tions, the Obfervance of which would not 

entitle them to any extraordinary Bleffings. 
But I am not enquiring into the Czujes of 
the, extraordinary Providence ceafing, but 
into the Fad itíelf; It had ceafed fómé- 
N 2 hondred 
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hundred: of Years before Chri/f came;: as 
Mr. Warburton. over and. over confeffes, 
The Difficulty then is to fhew that the Theo=: 
cracy continued, or. ‘ended not till .the 

* coming of Chrifli?" p. 404. 
^ Perhaps Mr. Warburton will diftinguith 
ieee the ceafing of the Theocracy, and 
the ceafing of the Extraordinayy Provi- 
dence: He may fay, that the Theocracy con- 
tinued till the coming of Chri? ; the Extra- 
ordinary Providence entirely ceafed: at the. 
full Settlement after the return of the ‘Fews; 
from their Captivity. Let us then grant that 
the Theocracy “ revived after the return from 
* the Captivity," as he tells us P- 416. 
And that. * that Difpenfation of Providence 
foon: ceafed after the Re-eftablifhment." 
ibid. We are ftill as much in the Dark as. 
ever; nor will this Diftinétion help the 
Matter, or free Mr. Warburton from great 
felf-Contradi@tion. For He tells us, ** one 
*t NECESSARY confequence [of a Theocracy} 
“© was'an EXTRAORDINARY PRovIDENCE."" 
For the Affairs of a People under a Theocra- 
cy being adminiftred ** by GOD as Kine; 
** and his peculiar and immediate Admini- 
* ftration in human Affairs being what we 
* call 
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** call an Extraordinary Providence, it fol- 
* lows that an Extraordinary Providence 
** muft NEEDs be exercifed over fuch a Peo- 
** ple. My-Meaning is, that if the Yews 
* were really under a Theocracy, they were 
«c ibus under an Extraordinary Providence. 
* .---In a Word, they muft be either both, 

* true or both falfe, but ΠῚ infe Mp 

"pap 

.. Kf this be the Cafe, then it is plain that a 
Theocracy cannot be without an Exfraordi- 
nary Providence. But then Mr. Warburton 
has fhewn, and at large infifts upon it, that 
the Extraordinary Providence ENTIRELY 
CEASED feveral hundred Years before Chrift? $ 
coming : Nay he fays, that he ** knows from 
* the Courfe. and Progrefi of God's Oeconoimy, 
E that the Extraordinary - -Providence wouLp 
ae c0afe at the full Settlement of the Hews after 
πὸ theirreturn from the Captivity." p. 440. He 
has likewife proved by feveral Arguments, 
** that the Zbeocracy continued even to the 
;* coming of Chriff.” p. 417, 418. By this 
means we are left in inextricable Difficulties: 
For Firft, we have a Theocracy fubfifting 
many hundred Years without an extraordi- 
nary Providence, viz. from the Settlement 
N 3 of 
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of the Jews, after their return, to the time 
of Chrift: And confequently, Secondly, a | 
Theocracy wherein an Extraordinay Provi- 
dence NEEDS not be exercifed. Thirdly, We 
have a Theocracy without a NECESSARY 
CoNsEQUENCE of a Theocracy, i. e. with- 
out an extraordinary Proridehior, And 
whereas he afferts that * the Theocracy and 
* extraordinary Providence, muft be either 
« Both true or Both falfe, but ftill infepa- 
ἐς rable,” He himfelf has fhewn them to 
be feparable, by fhewing that the one did in 
fa& fubfift without the other for fo many 
hundred Years, as were between the Settle- 
ment of the Jews after their return from 
Captivity and the coming of. QE. 

- Mr. Warburton's fecond Objection againft 
Dr. Spencer is, '* in bis Arguments for tbe 
* Abolition of tbe Theocracy, inftead of at- 
us tempting to prove it on the great Princi- 
ες ples of Civil Policy, the only way of de- 
* termining the Queftion with certainty, he 
** infifts much on the Difufe of Urim and 
« Thummim, &c. He brings the Defpotic 
** Power of the Kings, as another Argument, 
* which I think proves the very contrary. 
{{ For were thefe Kings the Viceroys of 

“ God, 
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* God, whofe Power was defpotic, their's 
** muft neceffarily be the fame; not fo, if 
** “Monarchs in their own Right." p. 415. 

** In his Arguments for the Abolition of 
** the Theocracy :" --- Has Dr. Spencer any 
Arguments for the boktion of the Theo- 
cracy before the Days of Chri]? He 
has no fuch Arguments; nor I dare fay 
never thought of fuch a ‘Topic; be- 
caufe he tells us that it continued 20 the Jf? 
times of their Polity. He has indeed a Sec- 

_tion about the Duration of the Theocracy, 
in which he lays down four Thefes, about 
the gradual declining of the Theocracy: 
And in one of them, he fhews that it was 
not at an End in Saul and David's Days, 
becaufe in their time the divine Oracle was 
confulted: that in So/omon's time, there was 
a Difufe of the Oracle of Urim and Thum- 
mim, which was the moft eminent Pledge 
and Indication of the divine Government : 
from this he concludes it nearer ἀφανισμῷ, to 
a difappearing. But fince he allows it to 
continue for a thoufand or eleven hundred 
Years after this, how is it poffible for him 
to bring Arguments for the /4folitien of the 
Theocracy from the Difufe of Urzzand Tbum- 
mim? He could mean only an Abatement. 

N 4 2. Sup- 
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2. Suppofe he üfes an Argument taken 
from the Defpotic Power of the yewifh 
Kings. --- Is this to prove an Abolition of the 
Theocracy, which he owns to have conti- 
nued to thé End of the. Jewifb Polity? A 
Defpotic Power in aKing governing all things 
by his ow Will and Pleafure, i is quite a dif- 
ferent thing from an abfolute Power delega- 
ted by God to his Viceroy : This muft al- 
ways be directed by Truth, Juftice and 
Goodnefs; whereas the other is, or may be, 
what cannot be delegated by God, nothing 
but Humour, Caprice and Fancy. Dr, Spen- 
cer therefore never brings an Argument from 
the De/potic Power of their Kings to prove 
an. Abolition of the Theocracy, but. an Jm- 
minution, a leffening of it, a Declenfion of it, 
God might, and Dr. Spencer thinks that, He 
did, not fo vifibly thew himéelf, the imme- 
diate King and Governor of Ifrael, after Soy 
lomon’s Days, as he did before: And he ima- 
gines that this appears from certain Circum- 
ftances in and after thofe Times, where thefe- 
Viceroys inade- fe of a Defpotic Power, not 
according to Truth and Uprightnefs. But 
as to a total Ceffation, or as Mr. Warburton 
calls it, an Abolition of the Theocracy, Dr, 

Spencer 
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Spencer i is not fo-inconfiftent as to fuppofe it 
to continue to Chriff's time at leaft, and yet 
to plead that it sotally ceafed either a thou- 
fand or five hundred Years hefore that time, 
' ‘The Third Obje&ion of Mr. Warburton 
is, that though Dr. Spencer in one Place 
ἐς mms a gradual decay of the Theocra- 
** cy, and that even fome obfcure Footíteps 
“© of it remained to the time of Chrif, yet 
** in the following Se&ion he all the way 
** argues upon the Suppofition of an abfo~ 
** lute and entire Abrogation, by the eftab- 
** lifhment of the Kings." p. 416. 
Here again is Dr. Spencer much mifrepre- 
fented, from not confidering what he meant 
by the Abrogation of God’s Government. Not 
that the Theocracy entirely ceafed; but. the 
Government received an Alteration and 
Abatement. And therefore : he ufes more 
than once the Phrafe of, regiminis mu- 
iati, in this very Section, and tells us, 
that when the Jfraeltes defired a King —- 
bac in re Deus ab arte regis politici. non 
recefit. God did not recede from the Art of 
a Political Governor, but confented to their 
Requefts in order to avoid a greater Evil, 
Where is the Abfurdity or Inconfiftency of 
this way of Reafoning, unlcfs Abrogation is 
made 
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made to fignify a total bohtion ; and Dura- 
tion is conftrued to be Ceffation ? 

But let me now proceed to the Second 
Point, which relates to the Exercife of an 
extraordinary Providence over Particular 
Perfons as well as over the State in general. 

The Scripture Reprefentation of the Theo. 
cracy, as Mr. Warburton aflures us, ** was, 
* . y, Over the State in general: And 2. Over 
* private Men in particular." p. 434. I 
have no Doubts about the former of thefe 
Cafes: For where a Law was given by God, 
and He condefcended to become the King of 
a Nation ; and a folemn Covenant was en- 
ter'd into by the People, and by Gop, as 
their King; and where Bleffings were ío- 
lemnly promifed upon Obedience to theLaw, 
or Curfes were denounced upon Difobe- 
dience; and this by one who was ee to 
execute whatever he engaged; no doubt 
can be about the reciprocal Obligations, or 
about God's performing his part of the Ob- 
ligation, fince it is his property not to Ze nor 
deceive. Temporal Rewards and Punifhments 
being then the Sanéfion of the Sewifb Law, 
thefe muft be difpenfed by.God fo as to make 


the State happy and flourifhing if they kept 
the 
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theLaw, or elfe miferable if they difobey'd 
it If they obferved, and did all the Com- 
mandments, which God commanded them, 
God had engaged to make them high above 
all Nations, which .be bad made, in Praife, 
and in Name, and in Honour ; and if Ene 
mies rofe up againft them, the Lord would 
saufe them to be fmitten. On the other hand, 
if they grew negligent of their Law, or went 
afide from any of the Words commanded them, 
--- to ferve other Gods, then the Lord was 
to fend Curfing, Vexation, and Rebuke in all 
thou fetteft thine. Hand unto for to do, until 
thou be deftroy’d, and until thou perifb quickly. 

The Bleffings and the Curfes were general, 
and national, agreeable to the Character of 
a King, and'to a Legal Adminiftration: Such 
as related to them as a People ; and not to 
Particular Perfons. 

The Queftion then that now is to be con- 
fider'd is, Whether an Extraordinary Pro- 
vidence was adminifter’d to Particulars, in 
füch manner, that “ nó Tranfgreffor efcaped 
«* Punifhment, nor any Obferver of the Law 
* miffed bis Reward." ‘This was the State 
οὔ the ‘fews under an an Providence, as 
Mr. Warburton tells us, p P+ 4821 and by 
this 
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this Means, * human Affairs might be kept. 
* in good Order without the Doctrine of a. : 
* future State of Rewards and Puhiíhe 
** ments," BE 
. That God did blefs Particular Perfotis, 
amongft the ‘Yews, as well as now he does, 
in all Nations, is certain: but. that he fo 
difpenfed his Favours, as that * no Obferver 
* of the Law miffed his Reward, nor did 
** any Tranfgreflor efcape Punifhment,” is 
far from being clear. The: Natiom, con- 
fider'd asa Nation, had this peculiar to it; 
that when they did Evil in the Sight of the 
Lord, they were deliver’d into. the Hands of 
their Enemies: When they repented, and 
put away the frange Gods from among them, 
and ferved the Lord, they were deliver'd. 
Inftances of this are frequent in the Book of 
Judges, and in the Hiftory of the Kings of 
Jfracl. But if we deícend to an extraordi- 
nary Providence over Particulars, even in 
thofe Times, I do not remember what will. 
amount to Proof. Soon after thefe Times, 
** the Sacred Writers themfelves frequently 
* fpeak of the Inequality of Providence to 
** Particulars,.in fuch a Manner as Men 
** living under a common Providence, are 

** accuftomed 
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** accuftomed'to fpeak." p. 442-3. They 
complain of the Profperity of the, Wicked, 
and the ill Succefs of Good Men: Nay 
.. fometimes They fay, A) Things come alike 
to all: there is one Event to the righteous 
and wicked, to the good and clean, and ta 
Zbe unclean ; to him that facrificeth, and ta 
bim that facrificeth mot: As is the Good, fo 
as the Sinner, and he that fweareth, as be 
that feareth an Oath, Ecclef. ix. 2. If we 
go up higher to David's Days, Afaph fays, 
My Feet were almoft gone,---F faw the Prof 
perity of the Wicked: They are not in the 
Trouble of other Men, neither are they 
plagued with other Men. Therefore Pride 
compaffeth them about as a Chain, Violence co- 
awretb them asa Garment.-— Behold thefe are 
the Ungodly: who profper im the World, they 
increafe im Riches, Pfa]. xxiii. 2-12. Fe- 
remiah’s. Complaint is fo ftrong, that it is 
unconceivable how he fhould make it, were 
an extraordinary Providence over Particu- 
Jars, exerted. Righteous grt thou, O Lord, 
- when I plead avitb. thee, yet let me talk with 
thee of thy Judgments: Wherefore doth the 
Way, of the Wicked profper ? Kherefore. are 
all they happy shat deal very treacheroully ? 
Thou 
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Thou haft planted them, yea, they have taken 
Root ; they grow, yea, they bring forth Fruit ¢ 
thou art near in their Mouth, and far from 
their Reins. "Yer. xii. 1, 2. If from thefe, 
and fuch general Complaints among the 
Sacred Writers, one defcends to particular 
Caíes,--- Whence was it that Yofah was 
flain e'er he was forty Years old, when ike 
unto bim there was no King before bim, that 
turned to the Lord with all bis Heart, and 
with all bis Soul, and with all bis Might, ac- 
cording to all the Law of Mofes, neither after 
bim árofe there any like him, 2 King, xxiii; 
2s. And in much earlier Days, when 895 
lomon had forfaken God, and worfhipped 
Afbtoreth, Cbemofb, and Milcom, yet He 
was continued Prince all the Days of bis 
Life, and the Kingdom was taken out of 
his Son’s Hands, to be given to Fercboam, 
1 King. xi. 33, 35. a Prince that was as 
Idolatrous and Wicked, or more fo, than 
ever was Solomon himfelf. And if we go up 
higher ftill, to thofe early Days, when all 
agree, that the Theocracy was in its full 
Force, when Achan had ftolen the Wedge 
of Gold, and bad finned againft the Lord 


God T Ifrael, the Forces of ‘fofbua were 
fmittem 
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Ímitten before the Men of 47. "The Crime 
was Achan’s alone, but the Punifbment fell 
on the difcomfited Army of [rael. 

This Objection, taken from the Com- 
plaints made by the Sacred Writers, was fo 
full and ftrong, that tho’ Mr. Warburton 
promifes to prove hereafter that an equal 
Providence was actually adminifter'd, yet 
for his Readers prefent Satisfattion, He 
would fhew, that ** thefe Reprefentations 
* of Inequality are, very confifent with that 
* before given of the Equality of Provi- 
* dence." p. 443. I will examine, with 
as much Brevity as I can, what he has faid 5 
and leave you to judge, whether he has 
faid enough to give his Reader prefent Sa- 
tisfaction. 

Firft, He fays, ** That when the Sacred 
* Writers fpeak of the Inequality of Pro- 
* vidence, and the unfit Diftribution of 
“ἐ Things, they fometimes mean that State 
* of it amongft their Pagan Neighbours, 
** and not in Ὑμάσα ; as particularly in the 
** Book of P/alms and Ecclefizfles." p. 443. 

Afaph, or whoever was the Author of 
the Pfalm. before cited, complains heavily, 
and was almoft ftageer'd at the Profperity of 

; the: 


ioa " The Nature of the 

the wicked. Thefe wicked Men were not; 
it fcems, "fews, but their Pagan Neighbours: 
He then that lived under an equal Provi~ 
dence, where the Wicked were conftantly 
punithed and the Good as conftantly τοὶ 
warded, was almoft loft, when he confi- 
der'd, that where there was no equa] Pro- 
vidence, there the Wicked were profperous, 
and the Good fuffe'd. Did He not know 
the Difference betwixt J/rael, and its Neigh- 
bours? Was not God the King of Jfrael ? 
And did.he ftand in that Relation to other | 
Nations? How then could he be furprifed fo 
much at the Profperity of the Wicked in 
the Heathen World? But fuppofing him to 
confider God, as eminently Good to Ifrael, 
as the King and Governor of it, then He 
might well wonder at the Profperity of the 
Wicked among God’s People; and his Won- 
der might be much greater than it ufually 
has been in the World, where this Diffi- 
culty has been made a common Objection 
againit Providence. 

But let us examine the Pfalm itfelf. Truly 
God is Good to. Hrael: Much in the fame 
Manner fays Jeremiah, Righteous art thou, 
O Lord, This is a Principle fo certain, 

that 
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that it can never be given up; let what Dif- 

ficulties foever be raifed. Then the P/al- 

mift goes on; ds for ine, my Feet were almoft 

gone, --- for I envied the foolifh, ---- thofe who 

acted as if there were no God, --- I nz the 

Profperity of the Wicked. Could-the P/al- 

mift, under the immediate Providence of 

God, and reapiag the Benefits of his Good- 

nefs upon Mr. Warburton’s Scheme, enuy 

the foolifo Heathen? For what fhould he 

envy them ? Was not he as happy in the 

Enjoyment of the good Things of Life, a$ 

they were ? He goes on to defcribe their 
Profperity, and Wantonnefs, and Slight of 

God; or his Knowledge ; --- And then fays, 

Vi Ae I have cleanfed my Heart in vain, and 

swafbed my Hands i zn Innocency. eis How 
fo? Does every particular Wicked Man 

among the Gentiles increafe in Riches, grow 
great and powerful, and have more than 
Heart can wifh? No furely, This is not 

univerfally true among the Heathen, more 

than it was among the Yews: But fome cer- 

tain Perfons that were wicked; profpered in 

the World : But whether they were fes or 

Heathens, the Pfalmift has not hitherto dex. 

.clared, But that they were έτος appears 
o from 
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from what follows. If I fay, 1 will ‘peak 
thus, viz. that I have cleanfed my Heart in 
vain,--- I fhould offend againft the Generation 
of thy Children : I fhould give jaft Offence 
to them, by publifhing fo injurious a Falfe- 
hood among thy People; What then does 
the P/almiff refolve on? Why, to go into 
the Sanctuary of God, and thence to learn 
this Secret, and there to learn the End of © 
fuch Men. Thou caftedf them into Deffruc- 
tion, furely thou didft fet them in flippery 
Places: How are they brought into Defolation; 
as in a Moment? They are utterly confumed 
with Terrors, &c. How: would he have’ 
offended againft the "Yews, by publifhing, 
that there was an Unequal Providence among 
their Ragan Neighbours? Would the Con- 
fequence have been, that Then the τος 
might live wickedly, and yet profper in the 
World? How would this follow, when the 
Sfews knew that God was their King, and 
that every Franfgrefor would be punifhed, 
every good Man would be rewarded? 
Whereas, if you fuppofe that the Pfahmpf 
{peaks of Fews, wicked ‘fews that profper'd 
in the World, all is eafy; and He only 
raifes the common Objection againft Pro- 
vidence, 
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vidence, aggravated indeed from the Con» 
fideration of the Theocracy, and tells us 
What gave him Satisfaction upon fo nice a 

Subject : | 
Much lefs ftill is the Reflection . of the 
Preacher’ in Ecele ohiaftes defign'd to relate to 
his Pagan Neighbours. It is an Univerfal 
Obfervation, that the Work of God is infcru- 
table even to a Wife Man. On which Ac- 
count the Author propofes to declare, that 
no Man could judge of either Love or Ha- 
tred by what. was before him, fice ai] 
Things come alike to all, there is one Event 
to the righteous, and to the wicked, &c. This 
was an Evil among all Things done under the 
Sun, that there is one Event to all, Has he 
made any Exception for Yrael: ? No: But 
he maintains, that the Race is not to the 
Swift; nor the Battle to the Strong ; neither 
yet Bread to the Wife ; nor yet Riches to Men 
of Underftanding ; nor yet Favour to Men of 
Skill; but Time and Chance happeneth to them 
all, Ecclef. ix. 11. Could a Wife Man, 
under an Extraordinary. Providence himfelf, 
talk in this Manner, thus Univerfally, and 
make no Exceptions for his own Nation? 
Did he not fee a Difference betwixt the 
O2 People 
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People of Jfrael; and all other People? Or’ 
if there was fuch a Difference, as Mr. War- 
éurton contends for, could he fail taking 
Notice of it? Would not his own People be 
fed itito wrong Notions by fuch univerfal 
Affértions ὁ I cannot therefore but think, 
that this Solution given by Mr. Warburton ὦ 
is not only hot fufficiently wel! grounded, but 
that it has no Foundation at all, viz. that the 
Pfalmift, and the Son of David, fpoke of 
their Pagan Neighbours, and not of the 
Sfews, when they expréffed themfelves fo 
ftrongly about the Profperity of the Wicked; 
and the Misfortune of good Men. 

Mr. Warburton has given us a fécond So- 
lution of this Difficulty, no better, I think; 
than the former. “ We fotüetimes find 
ἐξ particular. Men complaining of Inequalities 
* in Events, which were indeed the Efeéts 
* of a moft equal Providence. Such as 
* the Punifhment of Poflerity for the Crimes 
** of their Porefatbers ; and of Subjeéts fot 
* their Kings." p. 443. 

Thefe ate indeed remarkable Inftances of 
ah extraordinary equal Providence, where 
“ no Tranfgreffor could efcape Punifhment, 
* nor Good Man efcape Reward," to 

tell 
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tell us of ¢ranfgrefing Forefathers efcaping, 
and their innocent Children being puni/bed; of 
. wicked Kings under no Misfortunes, and zz- 
nocent Subjects fuffering on their Account! 
What is the Difference betwixt an Equal, 
and an Unequal Providence, if Good Chil- 
dren are pumifhed for bad Fathers, or good 
Subjects for bad Kings? How is this to be 
reconciled to Juftice, or Goodnefs, or Im- 
partiality in an extraordinary Providence ? 
Or what is an extraordinary Providence, but 
the Difplay of Rewards and Punifhments 
here, according to the Merit or Demerit, 
the good or ill Behaviour of particular Per- 
fons? It is thus, that Mr. Warburton has 
defined it, and this is what He contends for. 
David's Queftion, which Mr. Warburton 
here mentions,---But thefe Sheep, what have 
they done, —- will require another Anfwer, 
when an immediate and peculiar Admini- 
ftration of God is fuppofed, than to fay, 
‘that * the Subjects were punifhed for their 
« King." Where there is no Guilt, there 
can be no Punifhment due; and if Kings 
act wickedly, and their Subje&s are inno. 
cent, how can the Subjects be punifhed, or 
even fuffer, in a State where Rewards and 

O 5 Punifhments 


ig Th NaTuRE of the 


Punifhments are fuppofed to’ be fitly and 
equally difpenfed? This would be punifh- 
ing Innocence, and letting the Guz/ty not 
fuffer: It would be transferring Guilt, which 
can never be the * Effe? of the mofl equal 
* Providence. If David finned, David 
ought to fuffer for it, atid not his innocent 
Subjects, his innocent Sheep, that no Ways 
were concerned. And if the Confequences 
of fuch an Adminiftration as that of a Theo- 
cracy. are füch, that the Innocent muft be 
involved in the Crimes of the: Guilty, nay 
are punifhed for the Guilty, it feems im- 
poffible to find out a Difference betwixt an 
equal and an unequal Providence. . i 
- Mr. Warburton has eats « that 
* the great Purpofe of his Work is to 
** prove, that the Mofaic Religion wanting 
“a Doctrine of a future State of Rewards 
** and Punifhments, the Fews ‘must really 
* have enjoy'd that equal Providénce un. 
** der which Holy Scripture reprefents them 
* to have lived. And then, πὸ Tranfgreffor 
* efcaping Punifbment, nor any Obferver of 
“εἰ the Law mifing his Reward, human A£ 
** fairs might be kept in good Order, with- 
© out the Doctrine of a future State of Re- 
ΞῈ «c ** wards 


é 
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** wards and Punifhments." p.452. The 
Difficulty inftantly occurr'd, that the Law 
had exprefsly declared, that God would in 
certain Cafes wifit the Sins of the Fathers 
upon the Children unto the third and fourth 
Generation, Here the znnocent Children are 
made to fuffer for their fining Parents; and 
this feems to be a direct Contradiction to 
the Law of an Equal Providence, where 
no Tranfereffor could efcape Punifbment, nor 
any Obfervers of the Law could mifi their 


. Reward. 


To get.rid of this Difficulty, He obferves, 
“That the Violence of irregular Paffions 
** would make fome Sort of Men, of ftrong- 
** er Complexions, fuperior to all the Fear 
** of perfonal Temporal Evil.” Yes, and to 
the Fear of all perfonal Future Evils too, as 
daily Experience fhews. But what if they 
were of fuch audacious, violent Spirits ὃ 
Are there no perfonal temporal Evils fuffi- 
cient to make them fenfible of their Folly? 
Would not Sickneffes, Difeafes, Calamities, 
Diftreffes of many kinds, inftantly and con- 
ftantly infli€ted, make them feel and own 
the Hand that laid them on? Or would not 
inftant Death put an End to their Wicked- 

O 4 nefs ἢ 
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Wickednefs? But inftead of this, which 
fhould feem the Way of an Equal Provi- 
dence, where no Tranfgreffor was to efcape, 

Mr. Warburton tells us, “ That to lay hold 
** of thefe [viz. who were fuperior to per- 
* fonal temporal Evils] and to gain a due 
* Afcendant over the moft determined, 
“ the Punifhments, in this Inftitution, are 
** extended to the Poferity of wicked Men, 
** which the inftin&tive Fondnefs of Parents 
“to their Offspring would make terrible to 
* thofe who have hardned themfelves into . 
** an Infenfibility of. perfonal Punifhments." 
Pe 4.53: 

But be thefe hardned Wretches ever fo 
infenfible of perfonal Punifhments,---Muft 
the zznocent Pofterity of thefe miferable, ob- 
ftinate Offenders be vifited for them, in an 
Inftitution, where 20 Tranfgreffor is to ef- 
cape Punifhment, and zo Obferver of the 
Law is to m/s his Reward? Will it not al- 
ways be asked,---But thefe Sheep, what have 
they done i ? Why are they to mifs their Re- 
ward, when they have not tranfgreffed, but 
are only unhappily defcended ἬΝ a tran{- 
grefing Parent three or four Generations 
ego? p^ 

s It 
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It is certain that the inftin&ive Fondnefs 
of Parents to their Offspring is oftentimes 
Ío great, that the fears of their Children's 
Sufferings will very much reftrain them from 
the purfuit of irregular Paffions; and make 
them obferve the Laws of their Country, 
and not engage in Practices detrimental to 
the public Weal. And on this account in 
all Countries the Effects and Confequences 
of fome Punifhments of Parents are extend- 
ed to their Pofterity: And the Civil Law 
that eftablifhes fuch Penalties is very juft 
and natural, as it makes Men forfeit Honours 
and Eftates, and whatever Privileges fhould 
defcend: to Children. But this is not the 
cafe in Hand. The previous Suppofition is, 
that ** no Tranfgreffor is to efcape Punifb- 
* ment, and every Obferver of the Law is 
* never to ms his Reward." The Quef- 
tion then is, upon bis Suppofition, Howa 
guilty Parent's Crimes can ever be vifited 
upon his innocent Children to the third or 
fourth Generation? It is no Anfwer, ei- 
ther to talk of ** inftinctive Fondnefs in Pa- 
** rents," or the ufual Practice in all Nations, 
that the Titles and Eftates of Rebels fhall 
got defcend to their Pofteritics, The cafe 

in 
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in debate is, the vifi ting tbe Iniquities of the 
Fathers upon the innocent Children, at the 
fame time, that Iniquity cannot efcape, nor 
Innocency be punifhed. 

It is allowed to “be in many Inftances a 
grievous Affliction to Parents to have theit. 
Children involved in their Crimes. And 
therefore the better to keep Subjects in Obe- 
dience to the Laws, it is very ufual to extend 
to Pofterity the Confequences of a Parent’s. 
Crimes. But the prefent Point is, how 
this can be done confiftent with an equal 
Providence. The Laws of Men cannot be 
fo made, or executed, as not to bear hard on 
Others befides Offenders ; and the unhappy 
Few who happen to be Sufferers muft fit 
contented under their Difficulties for the 
Sake of the whole. But where an Extra- 
ordinary Providence is fuppofed, and Inno- 
cence is a fure Protection, and Wickednefs 
is attended with certain Suffering, the Re- 
verfe of this cannot be put in Practice with- 
out Contradiction, 7. e. without deftroying 
that Egual Providence, which is all along 
pre-fuppofed. 

He goes on and obferves, ** that this Pu- 
« nifbment [of vifiting the Iniquities of 

** Fathers 
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** Fathers upon Children} was only to fup- 
« ply the want of a future State.” ibid. But 
how will this ** extraordinary Oeconomy': 
fupply this Want? “The Children at prefent 
fuffer for their ParentsCrimes ; and are fup- 
pofed to be punifhed when they have no 
Guilt. Is not this a plain a& of Hardfhip? 
And if there be no future State, no Com- 
penfation made, the Hardfhip done muft 
continue for ever a Hardfhip to the unhappy 
Sufferer. So thatto Supply the want of a fu- 
ture State, Innocence is made to fuffer at 
prefent, even in a State where Innocence can- 
not fail of 4 Reward. A fad Supply of fo 
great a Good! 
| Mr. Warburton had before him the Prac- 
tice ** of modern States in attaint of Blood 
τς and Confifcation," and he allows this to 
be done with the higheft Equrty : and fays, 
** thus it muft needs be under a Theocracy 5 
** God fupported the J/fraelites in "fudea by 
* an ‘extraordinary Adminiftration of his 
ἐς Providence :: The Confequence of which 
* was great temporal Bleffings given them on 
^ Condition, and to which they had 20 na- 
ἐν furg] Claim. ‘Could any thing therefore 
** be more equitable, than on the Violation 
v i «c * of 
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** of that Condition to withdraw thofe ex- 
“< ¢raordinary Bleffings from the Children of 
** a Father thus offending?" p. 457-8. 

It is true, that the Yews had mo natural 
Claim to great temporal Bleffings. But then 
they had a Claim to them from exprefs Pro- 
mife, which is as good a Claim in the pre- 
fent Cafe as any natural Claim whatever. 
‘They had this Claim indeed * on Condition; 
A Condition of certain Behaviour, which if 
they complied with, no Obferver was to mi/s 
Bis Reward. ‘The cafe is put of an innocent 
Child fuffering on account of ἃ σεν Father, 
The innocent Child has a right to temporal 
Blefings by virtue of exprefs Promife ; and 
no Sin of the Father can deprive him of 
thefe Bleffings without a Violation of the 
Covenant: For if it would, an Od/erver of 
the Law would mifi bis Reward. It would 
therefore in the prefent Cafe be fo far from 
** equitable to withdraw. thofe extraordinary 
«c. Bleffings ‘from the Children of an offend- 
* ing Parent," that it would be a direct 
Violation of Contract, and Engagement: 
it would bé a Breach of Promife in God, 


and confequently a iis impoaffible in itfelf”’ 
The 


Jewish THtockacy coded. 20g 
The Third Solution of this Difficulty, viz. | 

* That the facred Writers themfelves fre- 
^* quently {peak of the Inequality of Provi- 
* dence to Particulars,” does not at all clear 
up the Matter; nay, I cannot but think, 
that it involves us ΠῚ greater Difficulties, 
and fhews how much perplexed this No- 
tion is. It ftands thus.  * Admitting 
* the reality of an equal Providence to Par- 
* z7culars in the Hebrew State, the Admi- 
** niftration of it MusT NEEDS, be attended 
* with fuch Circumftances, as fometimes to 
** occafion thofe Obfervations of Inequality.” 
P- 444. 7. €. in plain Terms, an equal Pro- 
vidence MUST NEEDS be obferved to be 
Unequal. 15. not this a plain Acknowledg- 
ment, that an equal Providence cannot be 
adminiftred at all, fince it muft NEEDs be 
attended with fuch Circumítances as muft 
appear unequal? But the Inftances he brings 
to folve this Difficulty are fo many clear 

x againft the thing itfelf. For, 

. ‘ It appears, fays he, from she Reafox 
te y the thing, that this Adminiftration did 
** not begin to be exerted in particular Cafes, 
** till the Civil Laws of the Republic had 
** fail'd of their Efficacy. Thus, where any 
** Crime, 
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** Crime, as for Inftance, Difobedience to 
* Parents, was public, it became the Object 
* of the Civil ‘Tribunal, and is accordingly 
* ordered to be punifhed by the Judge. 
* But when private and fecret, then it be- 
* came the Object of divine Vengeance." 
Let this be admitted. Now, fays Mr. War- 
burton, * the Confequence of this was, that 
* when the Laws were rem/ly or corruptly 
** adminiftred, Good and Ill would fometimes 
« happen unequally to Men.” 

On the Contrary, I fay, that this is no 
Confequence at all: For upon Suppofition 
of an extraordinary Providence, equally ad- 
miniftred, the guilty Perfons. ought to fuf- 
fer by Divine Vengeance, and the corrupt 
and remifs Magiftrate too, as being guilty of 
a Crime in not doing his Duty. In the pre- 
fent Cafe, God being God as well as King, 
and being juft, and true to his Promife, and 
meafuring every one’s Actions by the rule of 
right, if he is obliged in virtue of the Theo- 
cracy to fee that zo Tranfgreffar efcapes Pu- 
nifoment, it is certain, that He has Power 
to make them all fuffer; and he has Know- 
ledge, which no Magiftrate, more than the 
difobedient Child, could efcape, He there- 

m fore 
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fore with eafe could know. whatever hap- 
pened in the State; and by difplacing one 
Viceroy, and putting in another, or by a 
previous Knowledge of who would be re- 
mifs or corrupt, he could remedy this Evil, 
But, fays Mr, Warburton, ** We are not 

** to fuppofe that Providence in this Cafe ge. 
** nerally interfered, till the corrupt Adai- 
* niftration itfelf, when ripe for Vengeance, 
** had been punifbed.” ibd. The Interpo- 
fition of an equal Providence muft be very 
common, and very quick, becaufe otherwife 
fome Tranfgreffors would efcape Punifhment, 
and fome good Men would not reap the pre- 
fent temporal Fruits of their.Goodnefs. For 
which Reafon we cannot but fuppofe that 
Providence would interfere conftantly and 
foon. In the Cafe of a corrupt or remifs 
Magiflrate; numberlefs Crimes might be 
committed, and the Offenders might efcape, 
and profper in this World, and die in their 
Profperity. And if the wicked Magiftrate 
continued very long, as Manaffeb reigned 
fifty and five Years in Fermfalem, and a dif- 
obedient Child efcaped during a great part, 
or the whole. of fuch a Reign, --- would 
not this ini efcape be the fame to all in- 
tents 
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tents and purpofes, as if the wicked Child 
had lived under an unequal Providence? So 
that this excufe of Inequality is really fuch 
as proves not an equal Providence over Par- 
ticulars, fach as Mr. Warburton contends 
for, but an wnequal one, founded on Necef- 
fity and ** the Reafon of tbe thing:” 

2. He fays, “in this extraordinary Ad- 
** miniftration one part of the wicked was 
** fometimes fuffered as a Scourge to the 
** other." 2ῤ14, Allowing this ;. were thefe 
Scourges themfelves certainly punifhed after- 
wards? Or did not thefe Scourges of the 
Wicked fcourge the Righteous too? The 
Pfalmift fpeaks of the mighty that were ga- 
thered againft bim, and begs to be delivered 
from the Workers of Iniquity, and from bloody 
Men. Were thefe Men only Scourges of 
the Wicked, or did they not Ze in wait for 
the Soul of a good Man, not for bis Tranf= 
greffion, or for bis Sin? Pf; lix. 2; 3. 

Perhaps we may be told, that thefe Work- 
ers of. Iniquity were Pagan Neighbours and 
not Jews. Can it be faid, that thofe whom 
David mentions as ready to fwallow him up, 
Pf. lvii. 2. were Heathens? Was it an 


Heathen that David complains of, whofe 
Violence 
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Fieletice and Strife be bád feen in the City; 
Pf.lv. Was it not a wicked Man, who 
was his Acquaintance, and with whom He 
walked into the Houfe of God? Thefe wick 
ed Scourges therefore of the Wicked plagued 
the Righteous too; and yet in this. extraor- 
dinary Adminiftration they feem not to be 
more remarkably puniflied than they are 
now, wher all allow we are under an.Unes 
gual Providence: 

3. Mr. Warburton tells us, ** that the 
** extraordinary Providence to the State 
** might fometimes clafh with that to Par- 
* ficulars; as in the Plague jor numbering 
“the People: ” ibid. 

Here again we have a Cafe put to prove 
an equal Providence fo adminiftred, as to: 
éccafion an Obfervation of Inequality, and 
ftridly provirtg a clafbing of one Part of it 
with the other. One wotild naturallyfthink, 
that what cannot be adminiftred without an 
Inconfiftency in itfelf; cannot be adminiftred 
ΒΥ ἃ wife Being atall; How can we admit 
in any poffible Cafe, that the extraordinary 
Providence to the State fhould be incon- 


fiftent with that to Particulars; in the Hands. 
P ef 
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of fo wife and good, and ‘powerful a Being 
as God is ? : 

Ὁ An Extraordinary Providence over the 
State was certainly promifed by God when 
he took upon himfelf the Government of 
the ‘fews. Whether an Extraordinary Pro- 
vidence over Particulars was then engaged | 
fo as that no Tranfgreffor fhould efcape Pu- 
nifhment, no Obferver of the Law fhould 
mifs prefent Temporal Bleffings, is the Point 
to be proved... When Mr. Warburton in- 
ftances in a Point wherein the extraordinary 
Providence to the. Oné might clafh with 
That to the Other, He names a Cafe where 
Both, in his Opinion, cannot poffibly be ad- 
miniftred. When therefore the Plague was 
fent for numbering the People, many zzz- 
- gent People fuffered for David's Fault, 
which fhews, that in that Inftance an Une- 
qual Providence was adminiftred ; and con. 
fequently, that the Scriptures do in Pa& re- 
prefent that Nation, not under the Notion 
of an Equal Providence, but of an Unequal 
9ue. 

. Laftly, Mr. Warburton has Recourfe to 
a Sufpenfion of the Extraordinary Providence 
‘at particular Times, or on certain Occafions ; 

and 
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and by that ‘Means accbuhts for fome real 
Inequalities: *« Sometimes, fays he, the 
* extraordinary Providence was fufpended. 
* for a Seafon tov bring on a national Re- 
&  pentance ; but at the füine time this Suf- 
© penfion was | bublicly dériounced; Anda 
^ very fevere unifhment it was, .as Jezv- 
* ing Men who bad. no future State of Re- 
€ wards and Puni ifoments in a very difconfo-. 
** [ate Condition: ' And this was what oc- 
* cafioned the Complaints of the impatient 
* Fews, who had been fo much accuftomed 
© to an 'extraordinary Admniniftration. dps 
444-5* 

By “leaving Men who: had so future 
« State of Rewards and Punifhments," I 
füppofe i is meant Men, who had no Noon, 
Belief, or Hope of a future’ State of Rewards 
and Punifhments. This Sufpenfion, he fays, 
was “ publicly denounced.” But ποὲ One 
Proof is produced of fuch a public Denun- 
tiation of a Sufpenfion of the extraordinary 
Providence to Particulars. The only Paf- 
fages refer'd to for this public Denuntiation of 
a ‘Sufpenfion of this equal’ Providence are, 
Vaiab ii. g. lix. 2. lxiv. 7. In the firft 
of thefe, God‘ threatens to take away from 

P2 as 
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Sferufalem the Stay of Bread and Water, the 
mighty Man, the ‘fudge, the Prophets, the 
Prudent and the Antient ; and to give Children 
to be their Princes, and Babes fhall rule over 
them. ‘Then immediately follows the Verfe 
refer'd to.--- And the People fhall be oppref- 
fed, every one by another, and every one by bis 
Neighbour : The Child fhall bebave bimfelf 
proudly againft the Antient, and the Bafe 
againfl the Honourable. Here is certainly a 
great Evil threatned to Yerufalem and Yudah ; 
but as for a Sufpenfion of an Extraordinary 
Providence, here is not one Word. If any 
Thing is to be gather’d from Hence, 
it is a total Deprivation of all Care and Con- 
cern for an abandoned, defolated People. 
And fo it is in the fecond Place refer’d to, 
Tfa.lix. 2. Your Iniquities have feparated 
between you and your God, and your Sins 
have bid bis Face from you, that be will not 
bear. How does this relate to an Equal, 
more than to an Unequal Providence over 
Particulars? lt is as true now, as it was then, 
that Iniquities will feparate between us and 
God ; and it has no Relation to any Sufpen- 
fron of an Extraordinary Providence for a 


particular Time. As little to the Purpofe 
is 
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is the third Paflage. c. lxiv. 7. For shows 
haft hid thy Face from us, and haft con. 
fumed us, becaufe of our Iniquities. Is this 
a public Denuntiation of a Szfpenfin of a 


Providence for « Time, or is it not a Decla- 


ration of fomething paft? Does this relate to 
a Providence equally adminiftred to Parti- 
culars, or to the People in general ? 

But let us admit, that a Su/penjion of the 
extraordinary Providence was publicly de- 
nounced in thefe Paflages of the Prophet:--- 
* It was a very fevere Punifhment.” To 
whom ? Why, to fuch as it ** left in a very 
* difconfolate Condition." Who were they ? 
Why Arr the Fews; for all the Jews, it 
feems, had no future State of Rewards and 
Punifbments : All of that Nation, the Vir- 
tuous and Wicked, the Good and the Bad : 
For none of them believed, or had any 
Hopes of a future State of Rewards and 
Punifhments, as is all along pretended. — 4// 
of them then being left in a very drfconfolate 
Condition, ‘this occafioned the Complaints 
** of the Impatient "fews, who had been fo 
* much accuftomed to an extraordinary 
* Adminiftration,’ Here again I muft ask, 
Who were thefe Complainants? Should he 

P 3 fay ; 
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fay; Al who had no future State of Re- 
wards and Punifhments, --- this again is 
faying, that Al] the ews Good and Bad com- 
plained. There are indeed Inftances of 
Good Mens complaining of Wicked Men, 
who treated the Word of God with Con- 
tempt, and laughed at the Téreats uttered 
by the Prophets. But there is not an In- 
ftance of any Evi] Mens Complaints, that 
an Extraordinary Providence was either /z/- 
pended, or not adminiftred. 

The Jews had been much accuftomed 
to an extraordinary Difpenfation, and now 
this Extraordinary Providence is /ufpended, 
and publicly known to be fo. This was 
* a fevere Punifhment,” certainly to all 
Good. Men, becaufe God was wont, and 
had engaged himíelf to grant particular 
Bleffings to all fuch ; whereas by this Su/- 
penfion, they were no longer entitled to any 
of them. But here, methinks, it appears 
ftrange, that Good Men fhall be deprived of 
their Privileges, becaufe there happens to 
be a Majority of Evil ones. The Wifdom 
of an Adminiftration confifts in preventing 
Wickednefs from fpreading, or in correcting, 


and not fuffering it to get to too great à 
Head. 
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Head. Why then thould the Good fuffer, 
on account: of the Bad? Why fhould the 
Good be punifhed in an Equal Providence 2 
For as to-the Wiehed, the Sufpenfion of the 
Extraordinary Providence was fo far from 
being: ia: fevere iPunifhment,.ot any Punifb- 
ment-at all, that it was the greateft Hap- 
pinefs.that/could befall them. They might 
how go on in their Wickednefs fecure and 
fafe : ‘They had no Hopes or Fears of a ἔα - 
ture State of Rewards or Punifhments : 
They profpered in this World, and there-. 
fore were. in .no drftonfolate Condition. "The 
Good might.complain ; but then they. would 
mot change their Practices: The Wicked 
would not complain, nor.change ; and.con- 
fequently.this very fevere Punifbment was 
inflicted and felt by only fuch as did not de- 
ferve it; whilft thofe, who íhould have 
been reformed, were more encouraged in 
their Wickednefs from the Sufpenfion of 
that, which.only could have kept them in 
Order. For no future State of Rewards or 
Punifhments being fuppofed to be known or 
beliéved by this People, a:prefent Impunity 
wasan actual Encouragement to them to go. 
on.in the Enjoyment of their Sins; - — * 
Pa In 
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In all the Inftances, which Mr. War- 
burton has produced, from Jfaiab, Feremiab, 
Amos, Zephaniah and Malachi, he takes it 
for granted, that either there is a Su/penfian 
of the Extraordinary Providence. publicly 
denounced, or actually made, But has he 
fhewn, that a Sufpenfien was a&ually made 
at any, or all thofe Times? One cannot 
but obferve, that the Wicked are yery bold 
at thofe Times ; and they treated the Word 
of the Lord with Difdain and Contempt, 
and if the Prophets mentioned a woful Day, 
or a Day of Accounts, they cried out, Let 
it come. ~The Prophets denounced their 
Woes; and the Wicked defpifed. their 
Threats; But haw it appears from thefe, 
or fuch like Expreffions, that the extraor; 
dinary Providence was fujpended, 1 know 
not. The great Point was firft to have 
been proved, that ever there was fuch an 
Extraordinary Providence to Particulars, as ~ 
that no Tranfgreffor ever efcaped Punith- 
ment, nor did any Obferver of the Law 
mifs his prefent Reward. This, I fay, . 
fhould fir? have been proved; which I ap- 
prehend has not been done; Nor in Courfe 
will any of thefe Fathers from. tlie Prophets 
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prove a Sufpenfin of that equal Providence 
over Particulars, which feems never to have 

been exerted. 
‘It is-certainly a great Difficulty, that Mr. 
Warburton had to furmount, when he at- 
tempted upon: his Scheme to account for the 
Reprefentations of Inequality, which the 
Scriptures fo plainly make. He does not 
therefore reft on the Solutions, which I have 
mentioned : He faw, I fuppofe, the Weak- 
nefs of them. He proceeds therefore in 
the Jaf Place to give a full and general So- 
lution of the Difficulty. It ftands thus, - 
. * But the full and general Solution of 
** the Difficulty is this, --- The common 
** Caufe of thefe Complaints arofe from the 
ες Gradual withdrawing: the extraordinary 
** Providence. Under the Judges it was 
* perfectly Equal. When the People had 
f* rebellioufly demíanded a King, and —- 
** God fuffer'd the Theocracy to be admi- 
$© niftred by a Viceroy, there was --- a great 
«© Abatement in the Vigour of this extra- 
f* ordinary Providence.---From hence to the. 
‘Time of the Captivity, the extraordinary 
f* Providence kept a n ὼῳ: till on 
i τ their 
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their fill Settlement, after their. Return, 
«it entirélyiceafed. ":p) 44 6. 01 wl ve 

I have had Occafion to cite-thefe- "Word 
before, and: T'fhew^d you fome Confequetices 
fiom them.’ Dr. Spencer; and Mr. War 
burton! (etit to-exprefs themfelvés fo exactly 
alike; about the Dpathution® of. the “Theo- 
cracy, that ohne would wonder how it thould 
ea that Dr. aes "si Nokon Iss à 


Zon's: Dos ie £o confideht, ind Bs sud 
natural.» But what I would obferve here isi 
‘That what Beré. is. called '** à fu] Solution 
** of the Difficulty," leaves‘us as much in 
the dark eel at the Solutions before 
given. ‘Bor, « emu ams eene 
^9 o ‘Fhe. ee eee ORE which 
was over Particulars, (by which is always 
neant fuch a Providence,: that. “πὸ Tranf- 
«« greffor-efcaped. Punifhment, nor Obferver 

* of the Law miffed his Reward” ) kept 
gradually decaying, or gradually withdrawing 
to the Time of the Captivity. - After Sa 
muel’s 'Yime, there was a great Abatemeiit 
of its’ Vigour Σ΄ and. from: his ‘Time,’ "for 
about five. hundred Years together it gradi: 
ally.decayed, “What now was this Vigour, 
ie 
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or what did it confift in? For this ought 
particularly to be known, in order to judge 
of its Abatement. If it confifted in the 
conítant, temporal Evils, which attended 
every Tranfgreflor of the Law, till Saz/s 
Time, and the conftant Blefüngs that at- 
tended every Obferver of the Law till the 
fame Time; then as the Vigour confifted 
in this, its Abatement muft be, in not in» 
fliGing conftantly temporal Evils on the 
One, or in not giving conftantly temporal 
Bleffings to the Otker: Or elfe, in not dif- 
penfing conftantly fo great Evil or Good, 
as was wont in the Time of the Fudges to 
be given. It cannot be the Former of thefe 
Two Notions, becaufe, if the equal Provi- 
dence was not conítant, it would come to 
be the fame as Unequal. For what is the 
Common Providence, or not extraordinary, 
but where Tranfgreffors are often not pu- 
nifhed here, but go on and profper in their 
Wickednefs ; and Good Men are often not 
rewarded, but fometimes fuffer ? ; 
If Mr. Warburton means the /atter: of 
thefe Notions, that Good and Evil was not 
difpenfed in fo great a Degree to Partzcu- 
lars, after Samuel's Days, as before them , 
and 
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and that the Difpenfation of Good and Evil 
to Particulars gradually decayed for five 
hundred Years ‘together, till the Time of 
the Captivity.---This will require a particu- 
lar Proof, which hitherto has not ‘beei fo 
much as attempted. What Degrees of this 
Difpenfation were left at the very Time of 
the Captivity ? When the Return from the 
Captivity came to pafs, and the Extraordi- 
nary Providence revived, Was it fach an 
Equal Providence, as was in the Days of 
the "fudges, when ** no Tranfgreffor efcaped 
* Punifhment, or Obferver of the Law. 
** miffed his Reward," Or was it only füch 
a Providence as was in any giver Time 
between the Days of Sau! and Zedekiab ὃ 
But does not Mr. Warburton produce fome 
Evidence, that an Extraordinary ἢ Providence 
revived after the Return? Yes, he does, 
He cites, Haggai, i. 6-11. c. ii. Rd 
Zech, vii. 12. Malac. iii. 10, 11. p. 417 
But none of thefe Places prove any Thing 
more, than a promifed Bleffing to the Fews, 
nationally confidered , not fach a Providence 
over Pérticulars, as no "Franfgreffor of the 
Law was: to eícape Punifhment. The 


Words of Malachi axe, -— Bring yt all the 
Tithes 
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Tithes into the Storeboufe, that there may be 


Meat ix my Houfe, and prove me now bere- 
with, faith the Lord of Hojts, if I will not 
open you the Windows of Heaven, and pour 
you out a Blefing, that there fhall not be room 
enough to receive it. And Iwill rebuke the 
Devourer for your Sakes, and he frail not 
deftroy the Fruits of your Ground; neitber 
Jfrall your Vine caft ber Fruit before the Time 
in the Field, faith the Lord of δ. Here 
is certainly a great Bleíffing promifed; but 
that it was not an Equal Providence to Par 
ticulars, but a National, general Promife, 
appears from the very next Words. --- 44 
Nations fhall call you blefled, for ye /hall be 
a delightfome Land. And fo in the Other 
Texts, a Promife is made by God to the 
Sfews, that the Ground fball grve ber En- 
creafe, and the Heavens fhall give their Dew, 
and he will blefs them in their Seed, and 
Vine, and Fig Tree, and Olive Tree; but 
this dces not prove that Egua] Providence, 
for which it is brought. It proves a very 
ftrong Promife to blefs the Nation of the 
jews; and to protect them againft the 
Devourer, that be fhould mot deftroy the 
Fruits of their Grcund. But as to a Proof 

of 
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dn Extraordinary Providence, in the Senfe 
that no Tranfgreflor was to efcape Punifh- 
ment, nor no Obferver of the Law mifs his 
Reward, Icannot fee the Force of his Ar- 
gument. 

— Thus have I confidered, what this great 
Author has told us concerning the Yewi/h 
"T heocracy. How far his Notions agree 
to Faé#, or plain H; ffory, I muft leave you. 
to judge. To me, what has been hitherto 
publifhed, is all Confufion, and full of in- 
éxtricable Difficulties. But as he has pro- 
mifed us to clear up this Matter in his 
'Third Volume; I íhall wait with Impa- 
tierice till that is publifhed, when I hope 
to fee all thefe, and fuch like Objections 


removed, and the whole fet in an intelligi- 
pet Light. 


I now proceed to another Subject, on 
which Mr. Warburton has given us his Sen- 
timents very freely, I mean Sir J/gac New- 
ton’s Chronology. If on this Head I am 
fomewhat longer, than I have been on any 
: of the former, it is becaufe here are more 
Materials, in which I differ from him. 
Matters of Chronology, in thof early 

Times, 
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Times, are certainly very intricate ? And Sir 
Ifaac has.fhewn fo very great Sagacity in ad= 
jufting andireconciling the: fabulous Stories 
ef the Antients,.and in making 'them ac- 
cord, that if he has not hit upon the Truth, 
he has made the whole fo very probable, fo 
confiftent ‘with the courfe of Nature, and 
with itfelf, and above all with facred Hif- 
tory, that it is not eafy to fhake fo compa 
and well united a:Building.. At.teaf I think 
Mr. Warburton has not done it, even fups 
pofing Sir Z/zac to have been miftaken in his 
Chronology of Egypt. 

Mr. Warburton. begins with’ fome ed 
‘high ftrain'd Compliments to fo great a Ge- 
nius; “ἃ Man, fays he, whom Sczegce and 
< Virtue feemed to be at Strife about, which 
** fhould render him moft illuftrious, while 
** they equally concurred to make him the 
* Ornament of human Kind." p. 206. But 
alafs, * the moft fublime Underftanding has 
s its Bounds, and whatismuch more to be 
** lamented, the ftrongeft Mind has its Foi+ 
** ble. This Meracle of Saierire,. who fo 
** opened the prefent courfe .af Nature to 
:* human View, as if he had been imme 
i “diately enlightned by the Almighty Au- 
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* thor of it, when he came to correct ol 
* Time in tbe Chronology of Egypt." --- 

Hold, Sir. Did this great Genius ever 
attempt ** to correc old Time” in the Chros 
nology of Egyft, or in the Chronology of 
any other Place? No. No more than he 
attempted to correct the Laws of Gravitation. 
His Defign was ** to make Chronology fuit 
* with the courfe of Nature; with Aftro- 
* nomy, with facred Hiftory, with Heros 
«εἰ dotus the Father of Hiftory; and with it- 
* felf,” as he tells us himfelf in his Intro- 
duction, p. 9. But he never attempted, that 
I ever heard of till now, to ** correc old Time" 
in the Chronology of Egypt, or in any of 
his Motions. Are Chronohgers, difagreeing, 
jangling, difputing for ever, the fame as 
old Time? Or are not their Difputes about 
^ eld Time, fach as ought if poffible to be cor: 
rected ? 

Well. But let Mr. Warburton ptoteed -—- 
* When he came to correct old Time in 
* the Chronology of Egypt, he fuffered 
** himfelf to be drawn away from the Go- 
* fhen of Mofes into the thickeft of the 
* Egyptian Darknefs, by little lying Greek 
** Mythologifts, and Story Tellers,’’ 

How 
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- How are the mighty fallen ! Does not Sir 
ΠΝ make ufe of every Author that Mr. 
Warburton himíclf does? Does he prefer 
any Mytliologi/? to a Good Hifferián ? Does 
he not ufe every Help he can get? With 
what Confcience then, with what Juftice.is 
he charged with * fuffering himfelf to be 
drawn away" from Truth and Light “ by 
“μη lying Greek Mythologifts and Story 
ἐς "Tellers P" 

Butío it was; He was drawn away by 
them. ** For it is to be obferved, that Sir 
a ds Egyptian Chronology was fafhion. 

ONLY to fupport his Grecizz; which 
** he erected on one of thofe fublime Con- 
ἐς ceptions peculiar to his amazing Genius.'* 
p: 207. - 

Behold Sir, and admire the Confiftency of 
Frartery! When “Science and Virtue 
' ** were at Strife about which fhould render" 
this great Man “ moft illuftrious, " Virtue 
contributed but. little to his Glory: For it 
feems, “ He fafhioned his Egyptian Chro- 
** nology,” not to fearch out Truth, not to 
reconcile it with the Courfe of Nature, or 
the Bible, or any good Hiftory; but ** onty 
* to fupport his Grecian Chronology.” 
i OQ. And 


ce 
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Andtruly Science had as little Succefs in form- 
ing this Great Man as Virtue had; for inftead 
of conducting him, as fhe ought, the fuf- 
fer'd him to be * drawn away by little lying 
** Greek Story Tellers.” At the fame time. 
(for there is no End of Self-Contradidion) 
Science did its Part; for tho'' he was drawn 
away by thefe “little lying Greek Mytholo- 
* gifts," he “ ereéted his Grecian Chrono- 
** logy on one of thofe fublime Conceptions 
** peculiar to his amazing Genius." 
- One would think by this; that his Greek 
Chronology was all true and right ;* and 
acknowledged fuch by Mr. Warburton, how- 
ever falfe his Egyptian Chronology may be. 
** 'The.füblime Conceptions peculiar to this 
** amazing Genius" were fuch, were fo no- 
ble, were fo fuperlatively grand, ** asif he 
** had been immediately enlightned" by the 
Author of Nature. Who would not con- 
clude, that a Chronology fourided on thefe 
** fublime Conceptiofis", was moft perfect, 
exact, true? And yet, by a ftrange Reverfé 
ef Things, a Chronology, both Egyptian 
and Greek, “ erected on thefe fublime Con 
** ceptions peculiar to this amazing Genius” 
is all falfe, Never furely was Compliment 
fo 
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fo awkwardly ‘paid. Amazing Genius! 
Form’d by ‘Science and Virtue! Enlightned 
by the Author of Nature! The Ornament 
of Human Kind! Matter of the tnoft fub- 
lime Conceptions ! What is not to be ex- 
petted from füch Compliments ? This Great 
Man, What has he done? Why; he has 
formed a Scheme, or erected one, on one 
of thofe ** fublime Conceptions peculiar to 
** him," that ** contradicts facred Scripture, 
* and the very Nature of Things,’’ in 
which * the Premiffés,” which he ufes, 
€ do not infer" what ἐμέν. are brought 
for. . His Syflem is * not only fepügnant 
“ to the Bible, but to itfejf-" It contains 
* fuch a ftrange Mixtuté of Barbarity and 
* Politenefs, Strength and Impotence, 
* Riches and Poverty ; is fuch an Incons - 
* fiftency in the Character of Ages, ag 
ἐς makes it only worthy the wild Imagi= 
* nation of thofe poetic Fabulifty, froma 
“ whence it is colle@ted.” p. 280, ἐς So 
e peftilent a Mifchief in the Road to Truth 
* isa favourite Hypothefis ! An Evil, which 
te retarding our Progrefs at alrnoft every 
* Step, we liave had too fréquent Occafion 


QA * to 
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“ to lament in the Courfe of this Enquiry.” 
p. 207. 

It is true, that when a favourite Hypo- 
thefis has been indulged, Truth is feldom 
purfued as it ought; nay ufüally it diverts 
Men from the Road to Truth, and will 
make them ufe not only Premiffes, which 
do not infer what they are defigned to fup. 
port; but even falfe Premiffes, which being 
fuppofed to be true, will not, even then, 
infer the Conclufion they are defign'd for, 
I apprehend this to be much more the 
Cafe of Mr. Warburton, than of Sir Ifaac 
Newton. However, when all the high 
ftrain'd Compliments upon that amazing 
Genius end in fuch grievous Accufations,--- 
in his contradicting the Ej iftory, nay, and 
the Astronomy of the Bible; in his con- 
tradicting himfelf, and the Nature of Things, 
Mr. Warburton might furely have been con- 
tented to let it ** blaze and pafs away.” But 
he was willing to exprefs his Fears of fome 
bad Ufe that might be made fome Time 
or other of Sir ‘Tfeac’s Syftem, and at the 
fame time, 1 fuppofe, to pafs a great Com- 
pliment upon the Bible : And let it be re- 


peated here, **'The Bible is ETERNAL like 
the 
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* the Sun, the never-failing Fountain of 
** Light and Life.” p. 208. Sounding 
Words, but no Meaning. If he means 
Eternal, a parte ante, the oldeft Part of 
that Book was wrote a little above three 
thoufand Years ago; and .this is as much 
ETERNAL as the Sun, which was created 
between five and fix thoufand Years ago: 
or if he means eternal, a parte pofl, does*he 
think the Sun will endure ftri&tly for ever ? 
So that this Strain of Compliment amounts 
to no more than this, 'Thata Thing which 
is not eternal, is eternal, \ike another Thing, 
which is in no Senfe eternal. Who can help 
admiring fuch exceffive, fuch neat Compli- 
ments?. But enough of this. 3 

Before Mr. Warburton attempts to con- 
fate Sir [zac Newton's Syftem, he premifes 
Two Obfervations ** concerning the Nature 
** of this Syftem, and the Quality of his 
** Evidence,” P. 211. 

The Firft is, ** That this Syftem is fo 
“ far from being a Support, Defence, or 
ἐς Tlluftration of the antient Hiftory of 
** thefe Two Heroes [Ofris and Sefofris] 
** that it contradicts. and fubverts all that is 
* clear and certain in that Hiftory;- ἀπά. 


Q3 U vee! adds 
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** adds new Confufion to all that is obícure."' 
ibid. Ina Charge of this Nature againft a 
Man, whom Virtue and Science were at 
Strife to form, One ought to expe& very. 
clear Evidence. Accordingly Mr, Warbur- 
ton tells us, --- “ The Annals of Egypt, as 
* may be feen by Herodotus, Diodorus Si- 
* ulus, Strabo, Plutarch, and others, who 
“ all copied from them, were as exprefs and 
* wpvariable for the real Diverfity of 
* Ofri; and Sefiffris, as the Hiftory of 
** England is for that of any Two of our 
* own Country Monarchs. For they were 
* not vague Names of uncertain or adjoin- 
* ing Times; but one the moft illuftrious 
** of their Demigods; and the other, of 
** their Kings, each fixed in precife Periods; 
** and thofe vaftly different from one ano- 
t€ ther.” 25d. 

We have here an Obfervation delivered 
with as much Pofitivenefs and Precifion, as 
if it were a Maxim indifputable. 

Pirf, Here is a direct Affertion, that 
Herodotus, and the reft of the great Names 
here mentioned, art coPiED the Annals 
= 2 Now, what Authority has Mr, 

Warburton to prove, that Herodotus ever 


copied 
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copfed any Annals of Egypt, before the Days 
of Pfammitichus? Herodotus himfelf never 
pretends to fuch Authority; no, nor does 
he pretend to know the Truth from éuch 
Annals; but only tells us, that what he 
fays, the Priefts told bim. (a) He therefore 
very rightly and judicioufly, and becoming 
the Character of a faithful Hiftorian, diftin- 
guifhes betwixt the Days Zefore and after 
Pfammiticbuss Tithe. What he relates of 
their old Affairs depends upon the Credit 
of the Egyptian Priefls, thofe **Mafers in 
“ the Trade” of Lying and Invention, 
who told him what they thought fit. And 
therefore he fays of thofe Times, καθὰ iw, 
as I bave heard... When he comes to give 
an Account of Pfammitichus, he. tells: us, 
how.the Carians and lonigus came into 
Egypt, and how they were placed below 
the City Bubaffis, l.i. c. 154. A proper 
Place to give the Greeks, becaufe they could 
the better fecure Egypt from any Incurfions 
from the Eaft. Thefe Caridns and. Ionians 
were the firft of a ftrange Language that 
dwelt in Egypt ; and they had. Boptim 

(a) NV Hered, 1. 2. c. 3. 8. 10. 12. 29. 55. 79. 99. 
100. 102. 116. 120. 122. 123. 127. ke. 


Q4. Children 
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Children deliver'd to them to be inftrfhed 
in the Greck Tongue ; from whom fprung 
thofe, who in Herodotds’s: Time were the : 
Interpreters. Now ‘fays he, from thefe, 
who dwell in Egypt, and. have Commerce 
with the Greeks we know of certainty, 
ἀτρεκέως, the Affairs of Egypt from Pfam. 
mitichus’s Time, and afterwards. That is, 
from the Aira of Nabonafar 64, when 
Pfammiticbus began to rtign, or of the fame 
δια 118, when he died, How does. this 
Account of Herodotus himfelf agree with, 
Mr. Warburton, who tells us, be pue the 
Annals of Egypt? ὁ en 

2. Manetbo, who wrote (5) from the Sa- 
cred Books, (c) refutes Herodotus in many 
Things, as relating falfly the Egyptian 1 Af- 
fairs. So Jofephus tells:us. . Did the Egyp- 
tian Annals then differ ‘from one another ? 
Or did Herodotus falfify. them, fince he told 
fo many Falfboods. about the Egyptian Af- 
fairs, in Miftake, or Contradiction to. Ma 
netho’s Annals? 2E P uh 


- (ἢ Ἐκ τῶν ἱερέων. Jofep. c. yo I. 1. 
. (Ὁ Πολλὰ τὸν Ἡρόδα]ον ἐλέγχει τῶν Ae iai 
ἐψενσμένον. Te e Ap. l. 1. 
ume ὦ 
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4. Diodorus Siculus is the next, who we 
are told copied thefe Annals of Egypt. Now 
He owns, that Ofris was Serapis according 
to fome; Bacchus, Pluto, Ammon, "fupiter, 
according to others ; but moft think him to 
be Pan. l.i. 1g. Does He agree with He- 
rodotus in the Number, or the Names of 
the Old Egyptiam Kings? No. Does He 
agree in their Actions, or the Places they 
built? No. Does He mention JNiforis, 
whom Herodotus has? Or has Herodotus 
Diodorus’s Bufiris and Ucboreus? Do they 
agree even in the later Times? How then 
is it that Mr. Warburton tells us, that He 
and Herodotus copied from the Annals of 
Egypt ? 

4. When he tells us with fo much Pre- 
¢ifion, what thefe Annals of Egypt fay, and 
adds, that they [O/ris and Sefoffris] are not 
Names of uncertain Times ;--- Can he fay 
from thofe Annals, when either of thefe 
Men, fo diftin& as he pretends they were; 
lived? Where are thefe Annals of Egypt 
that fix the ** precife Periods," when either 
Ofiris or Sefofiris lived? Were thefe Annals 
themfelves extant in Herodotus’s Days ? Or 

were 
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were not their ancient Records deftroy’d be- 
fore his Time ? 

But it is not yet Time to enter into this 
Matter, till we have feen from Mr. Warbur- 
fone himfelf, what Credit is due to thefe 
Annals, He therefore thus: gos on in his 
Obfervation: 

* The Hiftory of Egypt was, not, like 
** that of antient Greece and Suevia, to be 
* found only in the traditional ‘Tales of 
ἐς Bards and Mytholgifts; nor yet, like 
* that of'early Britain, the Invention of 
*« fedentary Monks, but confifted of the az. 


* * nual and authentic Records of an active 


* and learned Priefthood.” p. 212. 

May we not now expect to meet with 
fomething fixt and certain, and much to be 
depended on. from thefe annual.and authen- 
£c Records; thefe faithful Accounts. wrote 
by “δὴ active and learned Priefthood ?” 
They were not “ the Invention of Seden- 
** tary. Monks;" no, nor * traditional Tales 
«of Bards and. Mythologifts ;". nor corrupt 
Stories of we know not Who, but authentic 
Accounts wrote by learned Priefts... If Sir 
Yaac therefore has contradiéted, or varied 
from Thefe, it is eafy, without Doubt, to 
confute him from fuch Eftablifh'd Autho- 

rity, 
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rity. But how foon are thefe annual and 
authentic Records turned by Mr. Warburton 
himfelf into the mere Invention of Sedentary 
Priefs, a Set of Men, as bad to the full, 
quoad boc, as Sedentary Monks. , The very 
next Words, after he has told 1 us, that thefe 
authentic Records came from an active and 
learned Priefthood, are thefe, --- **In which 
** the only Tranfgreffion againft Truth that 
** has yet been. difcovered, is, that natural 
* "Partiality common to all national Hifto- 
* riographers, of extending back their Annals 
* to an unreafonable Lengtb of Time." So 
then the Hiftory of Egypt was ‘not Inven- 
tion ; it was only ‘extended back by an attive 
ani leaned ‘Priefthood to an ‘unreafonable 
Length of Time. Thefe Priefts could make 
authentic Records, which fedentary Monks 
could not do without the Amputation of 
Invention. ὦ 

Be it fo then, ‘that thefe active: Priefts 
extended back their Annals to an zzreafonable 
Length’ of Time, the Bufinefs of a Good 
Chronologer fhould be, one would think, 
to corre& thefe Corruptions or Miftakes, to 
bring down to their right Periods thofe 
Accounts that were unreafonably extended 

backward ; 
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backward: And if Ofiris was fixed in ἊΝ 
Period of their Demigods, how preci i 
and exactly foever thofe Forgers of Recor 
had placed him, yet, if he was demonfira- 
bly placed wrong, and no Circumftances 
will agree to füch a Period, it cannot but be 
right to bring him down toa Time, when 
Circumftances will agree to him. 

_. © The onzy Tranfgreffion againft Truth 
* in the. .Hiftory. of Old Egypt was, the 
« EXTENDING BACK their Annals to an, 
« unreafonable Length of Time." This is 
afferted p. 212. If we go on to p. 245-6. 
Thefe Egyptian Priefts, that could not be 
charged with any Invention, except the One 
juft mentioned, are charged with ** INVENT- 
‘ING a Se of Fables, and by a ftrong 
« Effort of their Skill, throwing a general 
& Confufion over the History of tbe Ac- 
“ Hons of their Heroes, by bringing their 
<< Births even lower down than the Times of 
“their certainly recorded. .Forfbip,' So 
that thee Maflers in their Trade, thefe ac- 
tive and learned Priefts, not. only extended 
back their” Annals, but corrupted. and 
brought lower down the A&ions. of their 
Heroes, What now becomes of the Au» 
=~. — thenticity 
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thenticity of Annals owned. to be corrupted, 
both Jackward: and forwards ὃ 
Mr. Warburton is endeavouring to fhew, 
** from what Sources thofe Accounts arofe, 
* on which the xw Date of the Egyptian 
** Gods is founded." ‘ The firft Source, 
* fays he, was the Addre/s of the Egyptian 
* Prieffs to ícreen their Hero Worfhip 
** from the Inguifition of the Curious. We 
** have obferved above from a famous Fable, 
* which the Egyptian Priefs INVENTED to 
“ς record the Danger this Superftition in- 
** curr'd, and their Art in evading it, that 
“the Original «of their Hero-Gods was, a 
* Subje& MALITIOUSLY PURSUED by the 
* Free Inqurrers of fbofe Times. For 
** the Difcredit of this Superft#tion was, that 
** thefe Gods had been Men; and the Proof 
** of their Humanity was fetched from their 
* late Exiftence. Now what did ὙΜΈΘΕ 
* MASTERS IN THEIR TRADE do.to evade 
** this Proof? We have feen before what 
* they did to obfcure the Inquiry. Why, 
* by an equal Effort of their Skill, they 
* INVENTED a Set of Fables, --- which 
^ brought their Births even /ower down than 
ἐς the Times of their certainly recorded 
. ** Worfhip. 
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« Worfhip. : What they gained. by this 


** was confiderable ; it threw a general Con» 
«« fufion over the Sess of their Actions.” 
P. 245-6. 
. 'Thefe Paffages are fo curious; that they 
will afford fome confiderable Remarks. As 
ie Jtis granted, that the Priefis, the ac- 
tive and learned Priefts, extended back their 
Annals to an “ uzreafomable Length of 
* 'Time:" And, then they brought the 
Births of their Hero Gods ** ower down than 
* the Times of their certainly recorded 
ἐξ Worfhip." Had they kept within tole- 
rable Bounds either Way, fome Regard 
might be paid to the Learning of thefe 
Maflers in their Trade. But their Extra- 
vagancy was fuch, as to extend their Annals 
back zbirty-£wo, or thirty-three thoufand 
Years before the Creation. Now, how 
Annals extended back thus much, and like- 
wife forwards, can be of any Value towards 
fettling the Time when any Man lived, I 
do not apprehend, And which can beft 
be relied on for fettling any Point of Chro» 
nology, the Le ling Greek Mythologifts 
and Story Tellers, or the great lying Egyp- 
tian 


SSeS ἐς 


CungomNorócY winditated. 219 


tan Priefls, who had fo much addrefi, and 
were fo much Maffers in their Trade? ἢ 
2. A Hiftory of Thirty Thoufand Years, 
(nay fome mightily enlarge the Number to 
feveral Hundred Thoufand, but to take the 
fmalleft. number, Thirty Thoufand) fach a 
Hiftory of Kings, moft of whom are expref- 
ly faid to have done nothing worthy of no- 
tice, and not ‘ the Invention of Sedentary 
** Priefts," muft be very curious; efpecially 
as itis to be neither contrary to Scripture, 
nor the Reafon of Things: And fuch were 
the Old Egyptian Annals, thofe authentic 
Records of an active Priefthood. s 
3. Manetbo was an Egyptian Chief Prief, 
who wrote the Hiftory of his own Country, 
and was admitted to their Secret Books. Let 
us fuppofe thefe to be the Annals which 
Herodotus copied. Now did Herodotus copy 
authentic Annals, and did Manetho do the 
fame, and yet condemn Herodotus of Falfhood? 
It was well known that Manetho wrote at 
thecommand of (d) Ptolemy Philadelpbus, and 


(4) Βασιλ μεγάλῳ Τιτολεμαίῳ φιλαδέλφῳ -- Hedi 
δᾶ λογίζεῶαι weet πων ay ἐῶν Bian ἡμᾶς ἐξεϊαζον 
πραγμάτων cmiilivs σοὶ meek τῶν μελλύν]ων τῷ κύσμῳ 
γἱχνεῶσι, nares κελέυσας μοὶ πφωιφανήσε)αί σοι d Sad 
jena βιβλία y eugkr]a ὑπὸ τῷ προπάτορος τρισμεγίςς Eos. 
Sync. p. 40. 

that 
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that δὲ bad tbe Hoty Booxs wrote as is faid 
by the great Mercury before bim. Thefe he 
interpreted, and afterwards he wrote of their 
Gods, Demigóds, Heroes, and mortal 
Kings, of which the Egyptians (e) have com- 
piled a long and trifling Mythohgy. "The 
Egyptians then were Mytbologifis and Story 
Tellers, as well as the ttle Lying Greeks; 
and therefore to be as little depended ‘on as 
the Greeks for Hiftory of Fa@s done by 
their Gods, Demigods, Heroes, &c. Now, 
what Credit is:to be given to thefe very 
Books that Manetho copied? Mr. Warburton 
tellsus, that * the Ignorance of the Greeks a= 
** bout Egyptian Affairs may fairly be collected © 
* from their Age, and from the Authors of 
“ their Intelligence.'They all lived long after 
* the times in queftion; and tho’ * they re+ 
* ceived indeed their Information from 
** Egypt it felf, yet for the moft part, it was 
** not till after the Defiruétion of that anti-. 
.* ent Empire, and when it was now be« 
* come a Province in Succeffion, to Afa- 
** tick and European Conquerors; when 
** their ANTIENT AND PUBLIC RECORDS 
ὃς WERE DESTROYED, and their very learn 


(2) Ἰπολλὴν Xj φλύαρον CUYegest μυϑολογ lar. ibid. 
ec * ing 
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* ing and Genus changed to ἃ conformity. 
* with their Grecian Mafters." p. 28. And. 
again, Egypt '* was long the Mart. of 
* Knowledge for the Eg/ern and the Wef- 
* tern World, and as nothing fo much τὸς 
** commends this kind of Commodity as its 
"Antiquity, they fet it off dy roRGED Rex 
* corps, that extended to an unreafonable. 
* Length of Time: Accounts of which have 
** been conveyed to us by Antient Authors, 
* and fully confuted by the Modern." 
pP 29. 7 
If this were the Cafe, I ask then; Whe 
ther the annual and authentic Records. (μοί 
Labours of ** the active and learned. Prieft- 
* hood") were in Being at the Times of 
Herodotus or Manetbo ; much more in the 
Times of Strabo and Plutarch? Cambyfes, 
when he conquer'd Egypt, carried away 
with him the Records of Egy/£; and con- 
fequently Herodotus could copy none of them; 
but faithfully related what he could learn 
from the Priefts. If Herodotus could not, fuch 
as came long after him could not: They 
could only write from what Mr. Warburton 
allows to be, and calls roncep REconps, 
And that they did do fo, appears from the 
R great 
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great. Difagreerhent. among all that- are cort- 
cerned in this Affair. 

4. Eujebius faw Reafon to attack thefe (f). 
idle trifling Records of Egypt; and: complain- 
ed much of them; and then comes Pano. 
dorus, a Monk of Egypt; and falls. foul on 
^ Eufebius for not rightly arene his 
Authors. 

5. There is an Old ὙΠ: of Egypt, 
which contained an Hiftery of. Thirty-Six 
"Thoufand Five. Hundred and. Twenty-Five 
Years, which ended in Nefanebuss Days, 
z.e. fome Time before Alexander's Expe- 
dition; and this differs from. Manetho’s 
Numbers. Without now mentioning Era- 
tofthenes, or Africanus, or Syncellus,--- From 
which of all thefe can we learn the quibui 
Annals of Egypt ὃ 

6. Since Mr. Warburton tells us, that 
* the onty 'Franfgreffion againft Truth in 
* thefe Egyptian Priefts was their extending 
*. back their Annals to an unreafonable 
* Length of Time;" I ask, ---Did they - 
not ‘invent Fables and Lies to fupport their 
Idolatry? Did they not invent Hiftery? Did 


: Ὁ) O° Ἐυσέβιος μεμφόμενος τῆς prvactas. ibid. 


thy. 
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they not defgnedly throw Confufion upon all 
their Hiftory? It was the Effe& of a very 
attive Priefthood, tho’ not of à véry benef} 
one, thus to forge Records to fet off their. 
own Antiquity ; and He himfelf owns, that 
they tranfgreffed againft Truth in many Rea: 
fpedts ; tho’ here; he fays; they did it but 
in One óNiY, 

7. I muft not quit this fanious Paffage of 
Mr. Warburton, before Y have made oné 
more Remark upon it. Every ohe féég 
with what Zeal and Warmth he treats the’ 
prefent Preetbinkers. Now it happens that 
He has ari Occafion to fpeak of the Egyptian 
Invention to evade an Objection miadé td’ 
their Religion. The Objection was, '* That. 
** their Gods had been Men, and the Proof 
τς of their Humanity was fetched from their 
* late Exiftence.” p. 245. ‘ This Sub 
* je&, fays he, was malitioufy purfued by 
*t the Free Inquirer's of that Age.” Why; 
I pray; does he call this a mahitious Pura 
jfuit? Ought it not to have been purfued 
by every Lover of Truth? Why muft that 
be imputed to Malice, which was fo juft, 
fo reafonable, fo unanfwerable an Objection 
to thofe knavifh Inventors, who were fo rex 

R 2 folutely 
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folutely determined at all Adventures to: 
maintain their fuperftitious Follies ὃ: 
: Hero Gods, and their Worfhip implied. 
a manifeft Abfurdity. ~The Free Inguirers, 
of thofe antient Times-faw this very clearly, 
and objected the Folly. of paying Adoration ; 
to Men of late Exiftence. The Egyptian: 
Priefts by **a /frong Effort of their Ski,’ 
contrived to **. throw a general: Confufion 
* over the. Hiftory of their Actions,” im. 
order to blind. Mankind, . and to ** make: 
* them as indifpofed to believe the Old. 
*« Stories of them, as thefe mew Fables,- 
* whith it was impoffible they fhould. 
** credit." p. 246. I will not here ask,. 
How he could fay, that. the our v Trant-. 
greffion againft Truth in thefe Egyptian 
Prieffs was their extending back their Annals}? 
But why is that here imputed by him to: 
Malice in the Free Inquirers- of thofe Times,’ 
fince they had Zrutb on their Sides, and 
dire& Knavery and Forgery was on the 
Egyptian Priefts Side? I do not wonder, 
that all who would freely enguire now-a- 
days into Things, are treated by him as 
Fools, or. Knaves, or Blockheads, ignorant: 
in Hiftory, in ‘Logic, in Latin, or Greek, 
in 
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in good. Manners, or in Politicks, Could 
an Ligyptite Prief two or three thoufand 
-Years azo, have better acted his Part? 
Could he have ufed more Addrefs to 
Amake:his Adverfary odious or conteniptible ? 
‘Samebody snakes Objection to Hero Gods, 
and Hero .Worfhip. Prefently, He is a 
Free Inquirer : It is all Malice. As if the 
Fault lay in the Free Inquirer, and not in 
the forging Prief ; as if it were a Crime to 
Mifcredit fo fcandalous a Superftition, or to 
attack what thofe ** Maffers in their Trade" 
did, either to evade fo ftrong a Proof, or to 
Obícure the Enquiry. 

Laftly, It may be worth obferving here, 
hat Ofiris and Ifis were placed in the Dy- 
nafty of the Egyptian Gods: And thefe had 
been Mortals deified. Now, if the Ac- 
count here given of the Management of 
thefe Priefts be true, Thefe Gods fhould pro- 
bably have been placed higher in Antiquity - 
than Manetho has placed them ; fince thefe 
Priefts placed their Gods lower down than 
the Times of their CERTAINLY RECORDED 


' + Worfhip. Now the Sixteenth Dynafty of 


Men began about the Days of Abrabam. 
And the other fifteen prior to this lafted 
: R3 above 
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above 3500 Years; And before thefe were 
the Demigods, for 2 14 Years ; and before thefe 
was the Dynafty of Geds, in which Ofris is 
placed. If then this God is placed lower 
down than the Times of his certainly rée 
corded Woríhip ; he is certainly ftill placed 
long before the Creation of the World ;. and 
yet it feems he is placed lower by thefe Priefts 
than he ought to be. What Regard now 
is to be paid to thefe Annals, thus abomina- 
bly forged or corrupted, and which are 
extended fo wnreafonably backwards? Or 
how does it appear, that thefe Heroes were 
placed Jower down than the Times of their 
certainly recorded Worfhip? 

Thus much to his fr? Obfervation, made 
in order to weaken Sir ljaac's Account of 
the Egyptian Chronology. His Second is taken 
from the Quality of the Evidence, which is 
another ** legitimate Prejudice” againft this 
New Chronology, It is chiefly the ‘* fabue 
** [ous Hiftory of Greece, as delivered by 
ἐς their Poets and Mythologifts.” p. 2124 
How eafy is it here to declaim upon * that 
* infinite Diforder, confounding all Suc- 
** ceffion of Time,--- its difmember'd. and 
** jll-join’d Parts of Time?" J admit, that 

' the 
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the fabulous Hiftory of Greece is bad enough ;' 
but furely the Fudulous, Lying, Romantic 
Hiftory of Egypt, is worfe, or at leaft as 
bad. The Greek Mythologifts have {aid very 
falfe Things: but then they have faid 
fomething true : Whereas the “ active learn- 
** ed Priefthood" of Egypt have invented a 
whole Hiftory of thirty thoufand Years that 
is ail fale. The Fabulous Ages among 
the Greeks are miferably confufed; and 
thofe, who have wrote about thofe Times, 
have made very bad Work: But notwith- 
ftanding that, if from fome Circumftances 
mentioned by the Poets and Mythologifts, 
a Man of Judgment and Sagacity can pick 
out Materials agreeable to the Nature of 
Things, to Sacred Hiftory, to the Courfe 
of Nature, to the beft Hiftorians ; and can 
free what he fays from Repugnances, --- 
Surely it is abfurd to argue, that fuch Evi- 
dence is not to be admitted. The Difficul- 
ty is to find out in the fabulous Hittory, 
what is true, and to feparate it from what 
is falfe: Now if fome Circumftances, which 
the fabulous Writers mention, exactly agree 
with what true Hiftory relates, and all fo 
tally together, as to confirm each other ; no 
Ji R 4 Reafon 
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Reafon can be given why a Man fhould 
not make ufe of them to ferve the Purpofe 
of Truth, Nor mutt any one argue, that 
whoever relates any Fable is not to be cre- 
dited in what appears hot to be Fable, un- 
lefs you would deftroy all Hiftory univer- 
fally. D 
What now is the real Ufe made by Sir 
Hfaac of theíe Fabulous Writers ?, Why, he 
has attempted from fome Facts recorded by 
them, fuch as the Genealogies of many, the 
Numbers of Generations pafled, and fuch 
like Circumftances, to fettle, in fome Cafes, 
the Diftances of Time from one to another ; 
and every Body muft own, that he has ob- 
ferved a great Co-incidence of Circumftances, 
which had efcaped other Chronologers. He 
has tried, by a Method little minded by 
others, to determine the Years, or within 
the Compafs of fome few Years, when cer- 
iain Facts were done ; and this agreeable to 
the Courfe of Nature, and to the Helps 
which other Books could afford him. 
It is granted, that ** Fz//e naturally joins 
** together later and former Times.’ p. 213. 
But does Sir [aac depend upon fabulous 
Writers alone? Has he no other Supports 
fot 
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for his Chrotiology? Yes. Mx. Warburton is 
forced to own, that the ** Hiforians of 
** Greece. and Egypt are the ther Part of 
** Sir Jfagc's Evidence." bid. What would 
he have more? Would he have had him 
make ufe of Mr. Warburton’s ** active and 
** learned Priefthood," the greateft Liars 
that ever fat down to zzvent Hiftory ? No. 
But * Thefe Hiftorians ought to be beard 
** out, but this he will not do." Iask, Is 
he to take every Thing. for granted, that 
thefe Hiftorians fay? Mr. Warburton him- 
felf owns in this very Page, that **antient 
* Hiftory falfely improved" certain Facts 
** through Miftakes.” Was he not then 
to take the Method he did; not to give into 
the Inventions of the Sedentary Priefts of 
Egypt, thofe Mafters in, their Trade of Ly- 
ing, but to follow what appears to agree to 
Nature, to Aftronomy, to Hiftory, to the 
Bible, and to fuch Chronological Marks as 
might ferve to dire& and guide him through 
that wild, seprachicable Foreft of Antient 
Hiftory ? 
Mr. Warburton is pleafed to obferve, that 
** His Proofs are taken from Gréek Mytho- 
ff logifts, conijfting of Scraps picked up 
i: promifcuoufly 
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* promifcuoufly from Fabulifts, - Poets, 
** Scholiafts, 92. What an excellent Chro- 
nology would he frame, were he to take in2 
to his Aid none of the Poets, none of the 
Scholigfts, none of all thofe Books, which 
his extenfive, ** &c.” comprehends? 1f 
he refolves againft the Aid of all Poets, and 
all Schoha/fts, and all Fabulifts, Y know not 
whether he would not give us as falfe a 
Chronology, as his’ Sedentary Priefts of 
Egypt did a Hiftory ; and, if the Greeks are 
all to be rejected as Lars, 1 am apt to 
think there will remain but little Founda- 
tion for true Chronology or Hiftory either. 
. But why fhould he be fo difpleafed with 
the Poets, and the old Scholiafts? Are they 
of no Authority ? Or are they of Authority, 
when he ufes them, and not when Sir Z/ac 
does? How often hath he cited them in his 
favourite Account of the Myfteries? In one 
Page, I find Ca/Zmacbus, and Nonnus, and 
Lucan, cited, p. 162. Euripides and Arif- 
fepbanes, and Sophocles, and Apollonius Rbe- 
dius, and Ovid, and Virgil, &c. very often. 
And as to Scholafs, in one Page 206,. he 
cites thofe upon Euripides, Pindar, So- 
phockes. How abfurd is it for him to con- 
E demn 
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demn that great Man for ufing Scraps pice d 
up promifcuoufly from Fabulifis, Poets, Scho- 
lof: when he himfelf does the fame 
Thing in Confirmation of his darling Dif- 
covery of the Myfteries ὃ 

This was Mr. Warburton’s fecond Ob- 
fervation ; and now I’ll confider ** the In. 
** ference he draws from them." It is this. 
* We have, in the Diverfity of Ofris and 
** Sefoftris, a Circumftance of Hiftory de- 
* Jivered in the fulleft, and moft unvaria- 
ἐς ble Manner, by Annalifts of tbe beft Aun 
* thority. All fucceeding Ages agreed in 
** the Fa& ; and very frrong, collateral Evie 
το dence fupports it." p.213. Now, 

1. Thefe Annalifis of the beff Authority 
are thofe Egyptian Priefts, whom all the 
World knows to be the greateft Liars, and 
meer Inventors of Hiftory for many thou- 
fands of Years before the Creation. He 
himfelf has accufed them of forging Records, 
and of defignedly throwing Confufion over al] 
their Hiftry. Are Thefe the Men, whom 
he would have had Sir J/zac implicitly fol. 
low in their Chronology ? 

2. What is this * very ftrong, collateral 


4 Evidence?” What Authors? How near 
the 
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the Time of Ojiris did they live? What 
Opportunities had they of knowing the 
^Fruth? What Grounds had they for their 
Affertions ? Had ithe 4unalijts he refers 6, 
any Knowledge of even Letters in thofe 
eitly Days near the Time that Ofsr;s is pre- 
tetided to have liv’d? Have you any Chro- 
nologer or .Hiítorian now ‘extant, either 
Egyptian or Greek, from whom you can. 
fettle the Ammuls of Egypt? Or is there any 
that lived within a thoufand, or many 
thoufands of Years. of Ofiris Days, if we 
follow the abfurd, wild Chronology of the 
Egyptians? The Priefts told Herddotus fome 
Stories, which he feems not.to have be- 
. lieved, becaufe he oppofes what might fair- 
ly be depended, upon after Pfamimitichus’s 
Reign to what he had beard: So that He 
knew nothing of thefe snails, or Anna- 
bls of the'beft Authority. And then, as ta 
Mr.. Warburton’s “ ftrong collateral Evi- 
** dence,"--- What is it, but that later Wri- 
ters have told the Story uponas {mall Grounds 
as former ones have done?:For as to con- 
temporary Writers, of the Jame Age with 
Ofris, or very imany-Ages after him, there 
are none that mention shin, This then 
18 
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is what he means by faying ** all fucceeding, 
** Ages agree in the Fact," --- «iz. Writers 
not Egyptian, but what came after the times 
of Sefofiris (even fuppofing that he lived. as 
late as Sir J/zac makes him) a great dealabove 
coo Years, relate fome things which they 
had learnt from other Authors, or from In- 
fcriptions, or from Hearfay. Mr. Warburton, 
at 2500 Years diftance, confidered as an Eng~ 
lif Writer, may be deemed a collateral Evi- 
dence, as well as any Greek or Roman Wri- 
ter whatever. 

This being premifed, let me next enquire 
how he invalidates Sir Jaac’s Nction, that 
Ofris and Sefoffris were the fame. Sir Z/aae's 
Argument for their Identity of Perfon is this 
---*: Ofrris, Bacchus, and Sefofiris lived about 
* the fame time, and by the Relation of 
« Hiftorians were all of them Kings of ail 
* Feypt, and reigned at Thebes, and adorned 
that City, and were very potent by Land 
and Sea: all three were great Conquerors, 
** and carried on their Conquefts by Land 
* through Afia as far as India; all three came 
* over the Hellefpont, and were there in 
* Danger of lofing their Army: All z5ree 
* conquered Thrace, and there put a Stop to 

** their 


«c 
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“ their Vi&ories, and returned back from 
* thence into Egypt: All zbree left Pillars 
** with Infcriptions in their Conquefts, and 
** therefore all ¢hree muft be one and the 
* fame King: And this King can be no 
** other than Sefzc. All Egypt including 
* Thebais, /Etbiopia and Libya, had no 
** common King’ before the Expulfion of the 
*€ Shepherds who reigned in the lower 
* Egypt; no Conqueror of Syria, India, 
* Afia Minor, and Thrace before Sefac ; and 
** the facred Hiftory admits of no Egyptian 
** Conqueror of Paleffine, before this King."', 
NrwroN's Chrono p. 193. This is one 
Argument of Sir J/aac's, and to fhew it of 
no Force, Mr. Warburton has compared the 
Actions of King Arthur and William the Con- 
queror in thirteen Particulars, from whence 
he argues --- ** Here the Number of fimilar 
** Circumftances in the Lives of Arthur and 
* William are evidently more Characteriftic 
** of One than thofe in the Hiftory of O/- 
* ris and Sefoffris. Yet we know that Ar- 
** ¢hur and Wiliam were really Two Men 
** of Two very diftant Ages.” p. 216. 
Did not Mr. Warburton fee, or was he will- 
ing to coneeal, the Force of the Argument 
which 


CHRONOLOGY vindeated, 458 
which Sir I/zac urges? It does riot liein this on-: 
ly, that they did fmilar A&ions, which would 
alone be to no more purpofe than if he. had. 
faid they had each two Hands, and each eat. 
when they were hungry, as his two Heroes 
did likewife. But in this particular Fat, 
that there was but One Egyptian King that 
reigned over all Egypt, . AEthiopia and Lila, 
till after the Expulfion of the Shepherds, and 
yet all thefe 72ree are faid to have done fo, 
Suppofe now that .drtbur. and William had. 
agreed in fo many Inftances as Mr. Warbur- 
ton fays, and then it had been added, . that 
Britain was never conquered .but by One: 
Would not it then have been true, that if 
thefe two conquered Britain, and yet Bri- 
tain was never but once conquered. --- Arthur. 
and Wiliam would have been only different 
Names of the fame Perfon ? 

Now Herodotus tells us,. that Sefofris was 
the (g) onty Aigyptian that reigned over 
fEthiopia. Strabo fays, that Sefoffris was the 
(2) FinsT that conquered ZE£biopía: and in 


(£g) Mives ᾿Αιγύπη]ο; ᾿Αἰϑιοπίης ight. Herod. 1..2. €. 


110. ἔθ 
(2) Φαίνξαι τὴν Αἰϑιοπίδα, d) τὴν. Ὑρωγλοδοτικὴν 


πρῶτος κα]αςρεψάνενος d. viz, Sefoftris. Strabo p. 1414. 
1. 1. Edit. Amf. alias. p. 769. to B 


another 
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another Place he fpeaks of Him as (2) over. 
running all Athiopia as far as the Cinnamon 
Gearing. Region. Now if Ofiris conquered, 
and reigned over Aithiopia, and Sefoffris was 
the Firff and only One, or the only Aigyptian 
that conquered and reigned: over. ZE/bropia; 
thefe Two mutt be One and the fame Perfone 
. That Ofris was.an /Egyptian, and. reigned, 
over Ethiopia, Diodorus Siculus tells.us: For 
He (k) appointed Bufiris to take care of tbofe 
Parts which lay towards Pheenicia, and the 
Sea [7. e. the lower Egypt]; ond be appointed 
Antzus fo take care of Ethiopia and Libya, 
He reigned therefore over αὐ Egypt, and 
over Ethiopia and Libya. When he con- 
quered Ethiopia, (1) he taught them Agriculs 
ture, and be built. aonfiderable Cities, and left 
proper Perfons to take care of the Country, 
and to gather the Tributes. Thence he (m) 
marched through Arabia, by the Red Sea, to 
(i) Ξέσωςεις τὴν ᾿Αἰιϑιοπίαν ἔπῆλϑεν dracay μέχρι Tig 
κινναμωφόφου. Strab. p. 1138. alias 700. ᾿ 
(4) Ἐπιμελι ας δὲ τάξαι τῶν μὲν mess φοινίκῃ uexAt- 
μένων μέρων τ τῶν om Sard] Ty τόπων Βέσιριν, τῶν δὲ κα]ὰ 
shy Αἰϑιοπίαν x, λιβύην Αντεῖον. Diod. 1. 1. p. 10. Ed. Steph. 
(1) Kalla d'é ᾿Αἰϑιοπέαν, dudaai]a τὸς ἀνϑρώπες τὰ 
“Ῥεοὶ τὴν yoweplar, X, πόλεις ἀξιολόγους xlioay]a. κώταλι- 
ody τὰς ὡπιμελησομένους τὴς PLE Tes φύριᾳ ἐἰσπερξα: 
peeves. ibid. p. 1. | dici eo Rd 
(mi) "Erde. ποιήσαι thy πορείαν d'a Acafíac mage 
τὴν Eeuledy 3dAaaay, ἕως lyd'ay xj τὸ πίρρτος τῆς ὀϊκες 
μάνὴης. ibid. p. 12. b 
the 
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the Indies, and the furthermof Parts of the 
arth. Now thefe Actions can agree only 
to Se/oftris; and are all founded on the Au- 
thority of the beft Hiftorians ; not pick'd up 
ftom Ports; or any Mythohgifts. If the 
Proof be wanted that δέος did thefe 
things, Strabo and Herodotus are Evidences 
jut cited: and Lucan, though a Poet; may 
be added for his Weftern Conquefts. 

Venit ad occafum mundique extrema Sefoftris. 1. 10. 
"E he Queftion now is, whether Ofris and 
Sefoftris are different Perfons, or are they on- 
ly two Names of one and the fame Petfon ? 
To prove them really diftin&t Perfons, 
Mr. Warburton affures us, d That it was an 
** old Egyptian Cuftom to call their earlier 
. Heroes after the Name of their earliez 
* Gods." p.217. "This may account for 
Sefoftris's being called Ofris, if ever that was 
their Cuftom; tho’ a much better, and much 
rhore natural Reafon might bé affigned. 
But here the Reader i$ fadly difappointed, 
fince Mr. Warburton has not produced one 
fingle Inftance of this. Se/ofris; as fat as 
1 can find, was never called Ofris; as from: 
an earlier Perfon: Nay, Mr. Warburtert 


himfelf carriés this Point no fárther; than 
8 to 
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to fay, ** That it is highly reafonable to fup- 
* pofe, that this Name was given him." 
p. 226; 

The Argument, which Sir Ifaac ules to 
prove, that Ofris and Sefofris were not 
diftinét Perfons, is, That they Both reign’d 
over ALL Egypt, Aithiopia and Libya: Now 
Sefofiris was the One only, and the Fir/t 
King that did fo. Therefore Ofris was 
only a different Name, not a diftin& Perfon 
from Sefofris. To tell us, that it was an 
Egyptian Cuftom to call later Heroes after 
the Name of their earlier. Gods, is nothing 
tothe Purpofe. For if Ofris and Sefo ftris 
were difin& Perfons, then Fwo reigned- 
over ail] Egypt, and Two conquer'd Ethio- 
pia and Libya; contrary to Herodotus and. 
Straho’s EXPRESS ASSERTIONS. 

Με. Warburton had faid, --- * It is ia 
“ reafonable to fuppofe, that this Name was 
* given bim," viz. That the Name of Of- 
ris was given to Sefoffris, ** tho’ they were 
* really diftinét Perfons.' 7 There are but 
three Lines that come in between this Sup- 
poftion, exprefsly fo called ; and He goes on 
to affert the Fuét,--- * When now they 
* HAD GIVEN them the fame Name, not 


ge = ** diftinguifhed 


* 
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* diftinguifhed by the Ff and Second, Pof- 
* terity frequently confounded them with one 
** another, and in this Confufion gave the 
* Adtions of Ofris to Sefoffris, and of Sefüffris 
* to Ofris.” ibid. And again, “ I have 
** fhewn, that a Samenefs of Name was 77” | 
* Faét; the only Caufe of that Conformity, 
** and confequently that their Perfons were 
** diftin&." p. 225. Has he proved, that. 
Sefofris and Ofris were diftin& Perfons? 
No. It is but a Suppofition; and then a 
Fa is afferted, grounded ftill upon a Sup- 
pofition ; by which we are not advanced 
one Step. It is roundly indeed afferted, 
that ** Poflerity frequently confounded” the 
two Men; whereas the Truth is, Pofterity 
made Two Men out of One, Zwo great 
Conquerors of Ethiopia, Afia, &c. where 
there was but Oze ; Two Kings of αἱ Egypt, 
where there was but Oze; nor does the Sa- 
cred Hiftory of the- Bible admit of any 
more than One. ! 
It is faid, That “ if sat Clemens χάϊεχ: 
* andrinus tels us. be true, that Sefofiris 
* was fprung from Ofris, there was ftilla 
* further Reafon to give the later Hero 
** the Name of his great Progenitor.” iid. 
$2 “Whe 
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Who now would not imagine, that Clemens 
tells us, that Sefoftris was fprung from Ofi-- 
ris? And yet Clemens only tells us, what 
one (2) Athenodorus, the Son ‘of Sandon,’ 
had faid, when he was endeavouriiig | to give 
as great Antiquity as he could to Sarapis y 
and Clemens condemns him for his Invention. 
This Athenodorus had invented a Story, 
purely to ferve his Purpofe, that Sefoftris 
order'd bis Progenitor Ofiris to be curicufly 
made; and thus derives Sarapis, as if it 
were a Word compounded of Ofris and 
Apis, quafi Ofirapis, Sarapis. A> Story in- 
vented for the Sake of the Derivation. And 
how many imaginary Perfons, mere Inven- 
tions are in all Languages made, purely for 
the fame Reafon? From fuch a Story no’ 
Conclufion can be drawn, either that Ofiris 
was a real Perfon, or that he was a Pro- 
genitor of Sefofiris. 

The better then to make up his Syftem, 
Mr. Warburton tells us, how this whole 
Affair was managed. “ Ofiris, becaufe 


(2) Αλλ᾽ ὃ yt ᾿Αϑηνόδωρος ὃ δ τὸ Σόνδωνος, ὀρχαΐζεν 
“σὸν ΞΣόρφπτιν βεληϑεὶς, dn ops ὅπως πεειίπεσεν ἐλέγξας 
υ]ὸν ἄγαλμα ναι yenílàv. Clem. Alex, coh. ad Gentes. 


& 


43. 
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ibid. 
2 “ Sefoftris 


CHRONOLOGY vindicated. 261 


« ,Sefoftris was fo, is made.a great ,Conque- 
** ror, at a Time when Egypt was but juft 
** emerging from a State of Barbarity into 
“ civil Policy. --- But this feems to be one 
** of the latef Corruptians i in their Hiftory ; 
** Herodotus giving none of thefe Canquetts 
*< to Ofris, but to Sefofris only; whence 
** T collect it was the Product of fome 
** Age between him and Diodorus Siculus, 
** who gives it [them] to Ofris with all its 
“¢ [their] Circumftances, and fupported by 
* the Evidence of Antient Monuments." 
p. 221. Does not Mr. Warburton grant 
then, that what Herodotus told of Sefoffris, 
was by the active Priefthood of Egypt cor- 
rupted, and the fame Conquefts given to 
Ofiris with al] their Circumpances ? For 
Diodorus, as Mr. "Warburton owns, copied 
from their Annals, p.211; And therefore 
He was not ‘the Author of this Corruption. 
Nor is it likely to be a Grecian Addition, 
becaufe the Egyptians themíelves were fa- 
mous for their “ extravagant Chronology,’ 
and themfelves had invented a Hiftory of 
above 30,000 Years, and they were obliged 
to invent Names, as well as Things, to fill 
it up. It was not then, as Mr. Warburton 

S 3 calls 
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calls it, ** Miffake that gave Birth to this 
Corruption in the Egyptian Hiftory.” p. 223. 
but it was a National Vanity that gave 
Birth to it, and the fame Caufe fupported 
it; They could not invent New Countries 
to be conquered; nor could they contrive 
any Thing but what muft be taken from 
the ordinary Occurrences of Life to enlarge 
upon. When therefore they imputed to 
Ofiris, or Siris, or Sirius, or whatever was 
the Egyptian Heroes Name, certain great 
Actions, they took their Plan from Sef fri 8 
real Actions, and thus made a Difference in 
Time, when there was none in Períon ; and 
this was the true Caufe of the Confifion in 
the Accounts of J/s and Ofris. They could 
not form even in Imagination a more uni- 
verfal Empire than Sefoffris had made him- 
felf Mafter of: Some therefore imputed to 
Ofris, who was to bea Hero, the A&ions 
of the real Sefffris, and thus indulged their 
Vanity’ and Invention, by making “Two 
Perfons, with two Names, out of one; 
And upon this Scheme, the Egyptian Chro- 
nology may be reconciled to Truth. Where- 
as, if you make O/rris and Sefoftris different. 
Perfons, and attribute to each the feveral 
Actions 
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Actions imputed to them by Hiftorians, 
all is Contradiction and Confufion of Times 
and Places, and Circumftances. : 
But Mr. Warburton fays, ** that no one 
* can in good Earneft believe, that Egypt 
** was indeed emerging out of a State of 
** Barbarity, at the Time in which Sir J/aac 
* places Sefoffris." p. 226. Nor do 1 
know, that Sir I/aac fuppofes, or ever 
thought of, any fuch Thing. He fappofes 
indeed, that Egypt was, and had been mi- 
prably harraffed with Wars; conquer’d by 
the Shepherds; the Shepherds again drove 
out ofa great Part of Egypt by One King, 
and quite drove out by his Succeffor ; then he 
fuppofes Ammon to reign ; and this takes 
up one hundred Years. Then comes Sefae, 
and he reigns to a great Age, and fets up 
one of the greateft Empires that -ever had 
been. Here is nothing like Egyp?’s ** emerg- 
** ing out of Barbarity," but emerging out 
of a Scene of Subje&tion to Foreigners, and 
acquiring a vaft Extent of Dominion. When 
therefore Mr. Warburton thinks it unlikely, 
that Sefoffris could ** divide the Lands of 
* Egypt amongft the People, referving an 
ss ** Arinual Rent to the Crown ;" and imagines 
S $. it 
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it improbable, ** becaufe we are certain this 
* was done long before him by the Patri- 
* arch 5ofopb ν᾽ ---Why might it not have 
been done by Se/ofr7s, as well as by ΝΠ ph, 
efpecially fince Egypt had futter'd fuch 
great Alterations and Changes betwixt Fon 
Jépl's and Sefoftris s Time? But I fhall have 

TE "Occafion to confider this Matter agn "m 
cand by. 

From an Argument founded upon a 
mere Suppofition, Mr. Warburton: fays, “ if 
* the Cafe required, we fhould not want 
* pofitive Arguments, fupported by the 
** foundeft Part of Antiquity, to prove their 
* Difference of Perfon.” p. 227. which, 
lines he has been fo good as to oblige the 
World with, let us confider. them. 

His firft i is taken from the Time, when 
Hero Wo ar fhip was frft inftituted ; and it is 
to thew, that Ofris was as antient ** as the 
* fober Chronologifts fappofe," It ftands 
thus, ---' Hero Worfhip was as early as 
* the fir? Inffitution of civil Policy ; there- 
** fore the ufing the Name of Ofrris to this 
** Purpofe, is Demonfiration, that he was 
« as early as the Seber Chronclogifts tippen 
P 227. 

He 
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- He then adds, that ** Hero Wor/bip was 
- fubftituted, and came after Planet Wor- 
: Jp." Now let me add, but ** Hero 
s Worfhip was as early as the firft Inftitu- 
* tion of. Civil Policy : "Therefore Planet 
* Worfhip was before the fr/t Inflitution of 
civil Policy.” This I fuppofe may be 
denied with great Juftice; nor can Mr, 
Warburton prove, that Hero Worfbip was as 
early as the firft Inftitution of civil Policy , 
nor that Hero Worfhip came after Planet 
Worthi 

But is will deferve a little further En- 
quiry. It was conceived by. Epiphanius and 
others, that the Beginning of Idolatry was 
in Serug's Time. What particular Evidence 
they had for this, I know not; but it con- 
fifted then in having only pidured or cglour= 
ed Objeéts : They had not arrived to Images 
made of Wood, or Stone, Silver or Gold. 
Epipbanius's Words are, {peaking of Serug’s 
Time, (0) “ Then began Idolatry amongfít 
* Men, as we have it by Tradition. For as yet 


. 9) Καὶ ἤρξατο εἰς ἀνθρώπες d ἐιδωλολατεία, ---- ὡς ἧ 
ἐλϑῖσα εἰς ἡμᾶς γνῶσις πεειξ Ke: Ουπω i ξοάνγοιςν 
Xj ἐν πορείαις λίϑων f ἢ ξύλων fi ἐἰργυφφτεύκτων» ἢ guau, 

Ha ἄλλης τινὸς ὕλης πεποιημένων : μόνον δὲ διὰ χρωμά- 
Tuy "ἃ εἰκόνων ἡ 7E ἀνθρώπε διάγοια ἐφ᾽ ἐαυ]ὴ ἥνεισκε τὴν 
ξακίαγ. Epiph: Ἡκιςί. P. 7: 

€c the 
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** the’ Mind of Man had not difcovered 
* the Mifchief of carved Images and graven 
* or polifhed Stones, or Wood, or Silver 
* or Gold, or any other Subftance, but 
* only of what was made by Colours or 
e painted Refemblances."" Two Generations 
after in Serug's Grandfon's Time, (^) Ima- 
ges of Men were made of Clay by the Potter’s 
Art. Thberra was the Inventor of this. So 
that Painting, or Colouring of Things, was 
the Beginning of Idolatry; and in a little 
‘Time after the Potter made Images of Clay; 
and thefe were the firft Images of Gods, 
that we read of. . 
Eufebius {peaking of this very Serug, tho’ 
he makes him, by fome Miftake, of the Fa- 
mily of Faphet, obíerves, that he began the 
worfhip ofmany Gods (c) **For He, and Thofe 


(3) Ἐντεῦθεν γέγονεν ἐνδιοιαντοπλασία ἀπὸ πηλεργέας 
3) κεραμεικῆς ἐπιστήμης dud τὴς TE Odppa τά]ε τέχνης. 
bid. p. 8. 

(ἡ Begux, ὅςις πρῶ]ος ἤρξατο τὸ Ἑλληνισμᾷ, E) TÉ 
δόγματος τὴς εἰδωλολαπείας. Αὐτὸς yee, "ἡ δι σὺν εἰυϊῶ 
πὲς πάλχαι γενομίένες ἢ πολεμιςτεὶς ἢ -ἥγεμόνας, X) τὶ προΐ- 
ξαϊας ἀνδοίας ἢ decline ἄξιον ἐν τῶ βίῳ τοῦ μνημονεύεστ 
Bo, x) ὡς las ἐἰυ]ῶν TERRA OM ἀνδειάσε ςηλῶν éri- 
μῆσαν, Xj ὡς Seeds προσοκύνγουν ἀυ]ὲς, Z ἐϑυσίαζον. Oi 
δὲ μετὰ τἄν]α ἄνθρωποι ὠγχνοξι]ες τὴν τῶν πρφογόνων 
γνώμην, ὅτι ὡς πρρπάτορᾳς X) ἀγαϑῶν ξυρε]ὼς ἐτίμησαν 
μνήμαις μόναις, ὡς deis ἐπερανίες ἐτίμων, Ὁ ἐϑυσίαζα 
dois. Eufeb. Chron, l. 1. p.13. © ^ c 


** whq 
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who lived in his Time, honoured thofe that 
were before him, whether they were 
Warriors, or Governors, or did any 
Thing valiantly or bravely, worthy in 
** Life to be remembred; and as being 
** their Anceftors they honoured them with 
* Statues and’ Pillars, and paid a Refpe&t 
* to them, as if they had been Gods, and 
** facrificed there. But the Men that came 
* after, not knowing the Meaning of their 
Anceftors, that they honoured them only 
as their Anceftors, and as Inventors of 
Good Things, with only a Remembrance 
** of them, they worfhipped them as Ce- 
** Jeftial Gods, and facrificed to {περ}. He 
goes on to defcribe the Manner, and by 
what Steps this Deification was brought to 
Perfection: Their Names were firft ordered 
to be put into their facred Books; then they 
made Feafts at a certain Time in Memory of 
them, and faid their Souls were gone to the 
Iles of the Happy, and were no more to be 
judged or burnt with Fire: And that this 
Cuftom continued down to the Time of Tharra, 
the Father of Abraham. 

There may be fome Difficulty in ac- 
gounting for, or reconciling thefe different 
"m Accounts 
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Accounts of antient Idolatry :- Epiphanius 
afferting it to be originally painting only ; 
Eufebius faying it was owing to Pillars, 
Perhaps Epiphanius only denied. Gravings, 
and Curiofities, er Niceties of Workman- 
ship, whilft the Other {peaks of rough, un- 
políh'd Pillars, And thus Petavius acy 
counts for the Difficulty. . 

Tharra was an Image-maker by Profel, 
fion; and if Syncellus tells us Truth, (4) 
<< Abraham burnt his Father's Idols; and 
ἮΝ Haran, his Brother, going to put qut the 
* Fire in the Night, was burnt himfelf." 
The Idols of ] his Father were fuch as he 
made and fold; and were the Images of 
Men made in Clay, and baked as Potters 
do. 'Thefe were the Images which Rachel 
ftole, the Teraphim, the Gods that were her 
Fathers, Gez. xxxi. r9, 30. And that 
thefe Terapbim were deuce of Men, and 
not of Stars, feems clear from hence, that 
Michal made up 2 Teraphim, an Image to 
reprefent David in his Bed. — 

Epiphanius thinks, that it was (e) ** long 
« after” this Idolatry of TAarrz, that Men 


d) Ἔνεπύεισεν ABegdu. ta ddeAa 7E Ilc]ek 4d 
ὃ συνεκαύδϑη avjots ὃ ᾿Αῤῥαν ϑέλων σβέσαι τὸ πῦρ ἐν 
pulis Syncellus, p. 99. 
an Merieela πολλῷ τῷ χρόνῳ. Epiph. ib. 
worfhipped 
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vorfhipped Saturn and Jupiter, and Ops and 
| Sfumo; &c. and no doubt fo it was. Asto 
Planet Warhhip, not a Word of it is fo 
much as mentioned till a great while after 
this; never till after the Departure of the 
Children of I/rael out ef Egypt. So that 
why Mr. Warburton fhould fo pofitively fix 
Hero Worthip to be after Planet Worfhip, 
when this is no where mentioned till fome 
hiündred Years after that, I yet can fee no 
Reafon. 

Mr. Warburton’s next Point is, that Pla 
net Worfbip was before the firft Inftitution of 
Civil Policy. This likewife is a Point that 
fhould be proved from certain Fact; but 
which Mr. Warburton has not attempted to 
do. 

A third Point; which Mr. Warburton has 
attempted to fhew is, that Hero Worfhip was 
pofterior to Planet Worfoip: but by what 
means? By the Authority of Men, not one 
of which lived within fo much as ¢hirteen 
hundred Years after the times of Idolatry 
were begun. Nor is their Authority of any 
Sort of Weight, where we can go much 
nearer to the Fountain Head. But let us 
fappofe all thefe Points proved, did a// Hero 

- Worfhip 
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Worthip ‘begin with Civil Policy? Did i£. 
do fo in Egypt? If it did, then Ofris muft: 
have lived as early as the firft Inftitution of 
Civil Policy in Egypt; i.e. before at leaft. 
Abraban’s Journeys into Egypt; for in. his 
time there was a Civil Policy in that Country. 
Now which are the “ fober Chronohgifts,”’ - 
whom we are to follow? Thofe, who re- 
gard the Annals of the Priefts of Egypt, who 
extended backwards, or drought down their 
Hiftory as they pleafed; or thofe who have 
rejected all their fabulous Accounts which 
run out beyond the beginning of the World? 
What if Hero Worfhip did begin with Civil 
Policy? Did it not continue after Civil Po- 
licy was begun? -How then are we to fix 
Ofiriss Age, fince Hero Worfbip began be- 
fore Abrabam’s time, and continued to the 
Argonautic Expedition, Ζ. 6. upon the com-- 
mon Schemes of Chronology unre&ifyed, 
at leaft feven hundred Years? Was Ofris 
the firf that was deified in Egypt? Might 
he not be one of the laft? Or were not 
Kulcan, Hehus, Agathodemon and Saturn 
before him? And did not thefe reign 866 
Years before Ofris, if you follow Manetho, 
the Egyptian Prieft’s Account? Or might 
not 


ae 
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not he or his Son Orus be the laft? Or might 
not the Humour of deifying Men continue 
there, to the times when Men and Women: 
brought the Trade into Europe, and ftock'd 
the Heavens with mortal Men? What fort 
of a Demonftration then is this that Ofrris 


lived as early as he is ufually placed by com- 


mon Chronologers ? 

We have a Second, “ a demonftrative Proof. 
** of their [J/; and Ofris,] being the com- 
* mon Benefaétors of all Egypt, in the In- 
* vention of Corn, Wine, and Civil Poli- 
** cy, as the Egyptian Annals deliver. Their 
* other Hero Gods, as particular and partial: 
** Benefactors, being worfhipped varioufly.. 
* But this fixes them in their high Anti- 


** quity." p. 217, 18. Thefe great hing 


Egyptian Annals, fhould not be urged too 
far, efpecially when a demonffrative Proof of 
any fact in Hiftory depends upon them. It 
is true, that Herodotus tells us, that no Gods. 
befides Ifis and Ofiris were worfbipped by all 
the Egyptians zn the fame unvaried Manner. 
But nothing will hence follow, except that 


τ thefe Perfons reigned over 4// Egypt. We 


now know that the Dynafties of Egypt were 
not fucceffive, but contemporary: And that 
* all 
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“ all Egypt had no common King bcforé 
«€ £he Expulfion of the Shepherds who reign- 
* ed in the lower Egypt,” as Sir lfaac ob- 
ferved: The Shephetdé were reduced by 
Mifphraghuthofis; and quite expelled by 
Amofis, who extended his Dominion ovef 
all Egypt: His Son extended his Con- 
quefts; and his Grandfon was the Con 
queror of ithiopia, Libya, Arabia, and 
all dfia, And he lived in an Age when’ 
Deification was thé Fafhion. . He might 
theréfore be worfhipped by αἱ! Egypt in 
the fame manner; how diffetently foever. 
they paid their Worfhip to their particular 
JNomal Heroes: and in confequence, nei- 
ther difference of Perfon nor difference of 
Time, nor high Antiquity is at all affected 
by this ** demonftrative Proof." 

But after all, what are thefe Egyptian 
Annals here appealed to for the high Anti. 
quity of Ofris? Where are they to be 
found? Are they not Forgeries made after 
that the Greeks were in Poffeffion of Egypt? 
Were they not ‘ the Product of fome Age 
** between Herodotus and Diodorus Siculus; 
** and fupported by. the Evidence of pre- 
“ tended antient Monuments ?" Mr. War- 

BE burton 
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burton imagines the Story of Ofris’s Expe- 
ditions, as told by Diodorus, to be fuch an 
Invention, p. 221. and whether the Story 
of his τς high Antiquity" might not come 
Gut bf the fame Forge, or whether it were 
the Invention of that active and learned 
Priefthood before that’ time; I fhall leave to* 
further Enquiry. 

When we are tóld that their being ἐξ com 
* mon Benefactors of all Egypt in the In-' 
* vention of Corn, ὅδ fixes them in 
* their uicH. ANTIQUITY,"---Does high 
Antiquity imply the Age that Manetbo places 
them in; 7.e. before the Fwd, reckoning 
his Sixteen Dynaflies as fhort as you pleafe? 
Or is it a time before Fo/eph’s Days, when 
we know Corn was well known in Egypt and 
ufed? Or how is it proved to be fo early as 
the Death of ‘Yofbua? For it has not yet 
been proved that the Egyptians had found 
out that the Year confifted of 365 Days, fo 
early as that; arid Ofris was συγγενὴς ἡμέξας; 
not born defére the Day, but wth the time 
in which they added the additional is Days 
to the Year. 
Mr: Warburton .ptoduces a third Argu- 
ment: ** The Calf and Ox are own'd to be 
i T "the 
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* the peculiar Symbols of O/irzs:. but the. 
* Golden Calf I have proved to be an E- 
<< gyptian Symbol, therefore O/iris at leaft as: 
** old as Mofes." p. 228. That the Ca/f or 
Ox were Egyptian Symbols is true; and that: 
the Egyptians worthip’d fome of their Kings: 
or Benefa&ors under that Reprefentation is. 
certain:. And that the Golden. Calf might be; 
made by Aaron from the Model of Egypt. is 
moft probable; and confequently that the’ 
» Egyptian Symbol of an Ox or Calf to repre-: 
fent fome deified: Perfon was as old as Mofes, 
is granted. - The ,only Points that fhould. 
have been proved were, that thefe Symbols 
were ** peculiar to Ofiris ' and that Ofrrzs. 
lived as early as Mofes. A reafon is eafily 
to be affigned why Ofris (fuppefing him and; 
Sela firis to be the fame) was. worthipped ; 
under that Symbol: but that i it was ‘ ecu- 
** lar to Ofiris," fuppofed to be a diftin& 
Perfon from Sefofiris, to be fo worfhipped , 
or that it did not denote fome other Bene- 
fa&tor different from and prior to Ofiris, is. 
the Point to be proved. Poffus (f) is ftrong- 
ly of Opinion, that ‘fofeph was reprefented 
by the Egyptians under that Figure; and he 


(f) Voflias de Idolol. Lib. 1..c. 29. 
; has 
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Kas with him feveral of the Antients that 
were in that Notion: arid he fliews by fe: 
veral Arguments, that a more proper Symbol 
could not have been invented for fo great a 
Benefactor; {6 much honoured by the King i 
And he has very well obferved, ‘that even 
the Romans expreffed their Senfe of Kindrefs 
done thiem by the Diftribution of Corn among 
them, by giving L. Minutius a Golden 5 
The Invention of thé Symbol was certainly’ 
very anfiént; buf that it was ** peculiar to’ 
“© Ofris," and thence to draw an Argument 
of Ofiri?s Age; afd to’ make hit as an- 
tient at leaft, a$ that Symbol, is too much to" 
be taken - for granted i in this Place: ‘The Ox’ 
feems at firft to have been the Symbol of 
Agriculture ; then of the Perfon; whoever" 
he was that improved’ Agriculture ; after- 
wards it was the Symbol of (g) Sef jfiris or. 
Ofiris, who taught his conquer'd Subjects," 
either Agriculture, of to plough with Oxen. 
"Phe fourth Reafon is taken from a Con 
ceffion made by Sir Jfaac : - ---* Our great 
* Author owns; that the King; who in- 
** vented Agriculture in “Egypt, feems to’ 
6) Kaila δὰ τὴν "Andioríay διδάξαν])α T» ἀνθρόπες 


τὰ weet τὴν γεωργίαν: Diod. Sic. 1. i. p. 16. " 
T 2 * have 
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* have been worfhipped by his Subje&ts im 
“ the Ox or Calf for his Benefaction. Now 
** the Ox or Calf was the Symbol of Ofris. 
* But Agriculture we certainly know was 
* invented before the Time of Ἃ ofeph, 
** which will bring us to feek for Ofris 700 
** Years higher than Sefae, who is our Au- 
** thor's antient Ofrris or Sefoftris.” ibid. 
Here again Mr. Warburton takes for 
granted, that the Ox or Calf were fo pecu- 
harly the Symbols of Ofrris, that they were 
never applied to any one befides. Does he. 
not fee, that Sir I/aac, in the Paflage here 
quoted, gueffes, that the King, who by bis 
Invention firft peopled the lower Part of 
Egypt, and. reigned over it, perhaps tbe King 
of Mefir, where. Memphis was afterwards 
built, feems to have. been worfhipped by bis 
Subjects after Death in the Ox or Calf Sor bis 
Benefattion?’ The lower Part of Egypt be-. 
ing yearly overflowed by the Nile, was little 
ufeful to any Inhabitants, before it was. 
made capable of bringing forth Corn; or 
maintaining its own People. The Seafons 
therefore were neceflary to be obferved ; 
the Overflowings, and the Abatements er 
the Nile; the Opportunities of Sowing and 
Reaping ; 
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Reaping ; the proper Pafturage of Cattle,--- 
Thefe, and fuch like Benefactions, of Him 
who difcover’d thefe Things, occafioned 
the Worthip of fome King of Lower Egypt 
at firft. His Name, as a proper Name, 
fecined not to have been Ofris, for none 
fuch was in Being; but an Ox, or Calf) 
"Do was fet up, as the Symbol of fo good 
a Benefactor: And this Name long after- 
wards was appropriated to him who was the 
great Conqueror of the World, and who 
taught the conquer'd Nations, Weft and 
South, to plough with Oxen, "Agriculture 
therefore might have been 700 Years in 
the World, or twice as much, before Se- 
Joftris’s Age; and yet that will not prove, 
either that Sefoffris might not be worfbip- 
ped in an Ox ; nor that Pofterity might not 
appropriate that Symbol to Him, which 
had been before applied to others. - 

But let us fee at what Time thefe Maf- 
ters of their Trade have fixed their Dynafty 
of Gods and Demigods, and how long that 
lafted. 

Manetho, the Sebennyte, has given ug 
an Account:of Sixteen Dynafties of Egypt ; 

| Tue Ὁ but 
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but before any of thefe began, were the 
Dynafties of their Gods and Demigods. 


Vulcan reigned — — 724 Years 4, and 4 Days. 
Helius, Son of Vulcan, 86 Years. 


Agathodemon — — 56 Years 3, and ro Days, 
Saturn — — — 4o Years and a half. 
Ofris and Ifis — — 35 Years. 
TheSixthis not named. 

TIPLE BG 


971 Years, 6M. 14 Days. 


Orus, a Demigod — 25 Years, 
Mars, a Demigod —23  — 
Anubis, a Demigod — 17 
Hercules, a Demigod — 15 

Apollo, a Demigod — 25 
Ammon, a Demigod — 30 
Tithoes, a Demigod — 27 

Sofus, a Demigod — 32 
Fupiter, a Demigod —20 


214 


All thefe, our Chronologers, (reckoning 
them, as they.muft be 4 or 5000 Years be- 
fore the Flood ) have juftly placed to 
the Account of the Fadulous Chronology of 


Egypt. 
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Egypt. Nor has the Exadtriefs of Months 
and Days, as well as Years, which the 
Gods reigned, made thefe Records of that 
àtfive and learned Priefhood gain any Sort 
of Credit with the judicious. Ofiris and 
Jfis are here fixed to a Time, when it is on 
all Hands agreed they could not live. If 
therefore they are reckon’d in the Number 
of their Gods; and it is certain, that they 
did not live at the Time, where they placed 
them; and it is certain too, that they dei- 
fied their deceafed Kings and Benefactors ;-- 
muft we not look for them at a Time, 
when the, Deification of Mortals was the 
Pra&tice of a Country? And if we can find 
among their Kings, or great Men, any one, 
whofe Actions are the fame, or fimilar to 
His who is deified, may we not conclude, 
that the God and the Mortal were the 
fame Perfon. And is it any Objection, that 
the Chronology does not agree, when upon 
all Schemes, either Ofris is a mere fictitious 
Perfon, or you muft place him where his 
A&ions will fuit with the Nature of Things, 
and Circumftances of Hiftory, tho’ it bea 
thoufand, or 1500 Years later than the 
Priefts of Egypt had placed him. And fup- 

T 4 pofe, 
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pofe, that we are allowed to look for him 
before “fofeph’s Days; or fuppofe, as late as 
Jofbus's Days; whatever will juftify our 
looking fo low, will juftify our defcending. 
much lower, even as late as So/omon’s or. 
-Reboboam's Days; if the Circumftances of 
Hiftory and Times will then agree to him.. 
It is certain, that Ofiris did not live at 
the Time where the Egyptians placed him : 
And the Names of the Gods that reigned 
before him, Heu; and Agathodemon, are 
Greek Names, which ‘in thofe early Days 
were not, could not, be given to Egyptian, 
Gods. If ever therefore, by examining 
Hiftory, we can find a Mortal that certain= 
ly did the Actions imputed to the God, we 
muft bring fuch God from his High Anti- 
quity ; efpecially fince we know the Prac- 
tice of the Egyptian Priefts, who were wont, 
to extend their Hiftory dackwards to fuch 
an unreafonable Length of Time. Ofris is 
perhaps no more than a corrupt, ill pro-. 
nounced, Egyptian Word ; and not the pro- 
per Name of any one. Whether it was 
derived from Tw, an Ox, becaufe Sefofris 
taught his conquer’d People to plough with 
Qxen s or whether it is an Ethiopian Word; 
and 
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and given to the Conqueror from his com- 
ing from Egypt up the River Nile to in- 
. vade them ( for they called the Nile (a) 
Siris) or whether it comes from any other 
Words, Ithink we can hardly fay with any 
Certainty. But if the Egyptians deified a 
Hero of theirs, under the Title of Ofris, 
a Name by which he was called, either by 
his Neighbours the Ethiopians, or from 
his Benefaction to his Acquifts, by teaching 
them Agriculture,--- this was a good Con- 
trivance to conceal the Mortal under a Name, 
which he obtained as a God; and the only 
Difficulty is to find out the Hero, who 
was deified under fuch a Name. Now 
when fo many Circumftances agree to Se- 
Joftris, which Sir aac has, with a peculiar 
Sagacity, laid together, one cannot much 
doubt, but Ofris was the Name of the 
God, whom Mortals call'd Sefofris. 

But let us fuppofe with Mr. Warburton, 
that We are to look for Ofiris before Fofeph’s 
Days, fhall we not then throw more Con- 
fpfion upon all that is tolerably clear, than 


e 
(4) "Ἔνθεν πιοτώτοιο κατέρχεται ὕδατα Neds 
3 *, v 
Ὃς δὴ τοι Λιβύηϑεν ἐπ᾽ ἀντολίην πολὺς Spray 
Σεῖς ὑπ᾽ Ardioray MATE 
) Dionyf. Perieg. v. 221. 


we 
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we had before. It was but in p. 189, that 
Mr. Warburton agrees, that the Fable of the 
Birth of the Five Gods, Ofris, Ifis, Typbo, 
Orus, and Nephthe, ** could not be invent- 
* ed before the Egyptians had found out 
* that the Year confifted of 365 Days;" 
and this He fuppofes to be “a Little after 
** the Death of Fofbua.” The learned Mr. 
Shuckford had argued from that Fable, that 
thefe Gods were not deified before they knew 
that the Year had thefe five Days added to it. 
But Mr. Warburton denies this Confequence, 
and pretends, that the five Gods were deified 
before this Addition to the Year, and fays, 
the Fable was made to commemorate the In- 
fertion of the five Days. But that which 
fhews, that Ofris was not prior to the Ad- 
dition of thefe ἐπαγόμενα, or Addition of the 
five Days, is, (if any Credit is to be given 
to the Pillars faid to be found at Ny/a in 
Arabia) that in them, He is faid to be, 
συγγενὴς iuéeas, born at the very Time when 
thefe Days were found neceffary to com- 
pleat the Year ; and confequently long after 
Fofeph’s Death; may, and after Mo/es’s 


Death too. 
No 
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. No Time then being at all agreed on, 
wherein Ofris lived, the Point is to en- 
quire, who was the Man, to whom the 
Egyptians gave that Name? Who is it, and 
when did he live, who was fo much talked 
of in Egypt? Mr. Warburton has made a 
Digreffion to “ difcover the general Caufe 
** of all the miftaken Identities of Perfons, 
** by tracing down the Religion of Greece 
* from its Original." p. 229. Butthisan- 
fwers not the Point. There was fome One 
Perfon in Egypt, called Bacchus or Dionyfus ; 
and the fame Perfon was called Ofiris, by the 
Confent, as Sir Ifaac obferves of all Antiquity. 
This is affirmed ** by the Egyptians, as well 
** as by the Greeks, and fome of the Antient 
«© Mythologifts, as Eumolpus and Orpheus, 
** called Ofiris by the Name of Dronyfus."" 
p. 193. How a Difcourfe, which traces 
down the Origin of the Religion of Greece, 
can help us in this Affair, I own I do not 
fee. Had the Queftion been,---whence the 
Greeks derived their Bacchus, or Dionyfus, 
then it would have béen proper to have 
fhewn, from whence the tutelary Gods, or 
the Names of the tutelary Gods of Greece, 
came. But here the Debate is, Who was 
͵ the 
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the Perfon called in Egypt Ofiris, or Dio~ 
ayfus, and when he lived? Sir J/zac thinks 
him from many Circumftances, all concur- 
ring, that Sefoffrzs was the Perfon intended. 
And to prove this, he fhews, that That 
Bacchus (whoever he was) or Ofris, was 
famous for doing the very Things which 
made Sefoffris famous : ** Bacchus, or Ofiris,’ 
** was contemporary with Se/sfris, and both 
* were Kings of Εργρί, potent at Sea,’ 
** great Conquerors, ‘and carried on their 
** Conquefts into India and Thrace; there- 
* fore they muft be one and the fame 
* Man.” Let the Greeks then derive their 
Bacchus from Egypt, or Indis ; or let them 
fetch the Name from whom you pleafe,' 
Mr. Warburton owns, that Bacchus “ was 
* but T'wo Generations earlier than the' 
“ Trojan War," and as he did all the Ac-’ 
tions of his Contemporary, and was King of. 
the fame Country, they muft be one, and 
the fame Man. ᾿ 
The next Attack upon Sir J/2zc is; 'T hat: 
whereas ** he [Sir J/aac] confiders the Ge. 
** nealogtes of their Gods and Heroes, ang 
** finds them to co-incide with the Time’ 
ee ew Sefofiris;"---lhis he thinks to. be “a 
2 PEDEM MN 
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** Confirmation, and further Evidence of 
** the Truth of his Opinion." D. L. p. 244. 
And is it. not remarkable, that there fhould 
be {ποῦ a-Co-tncidence? Is it not very fur- 
prifing, that at a Time, when fo many Fables 
were invented and contrived to confound all 
Truth and Knowledge ; when there was fo 
much Confufion and Contradiction, not on- 
ly of Places, but of Times and Períons; 
when fuch a Darknéfs as might be felt, 
appeared on the Face of Antiquity; yet 
That great Genius found out a Clue that 
guided him thro’ that Labyrinth, and made 
him able to fhew others, who were willing 
to travel, how they might with. Pleafure 

and Profit go thro' that unknown Land. 
What is it now to the Purpofe to enquire: 
into the Caufes of all this Confufion? Be 
the Sources of it, all that Mr. Warburton 
has labour'd to fhew ; and let Antiquity, 
as he expreffes it, ** fink and founder itfelf 
* ig the treacherous Soi of Mythology,” 
p.250, Yetif any Co-incidence of Facts, 
unobferved by any Body before Sir l/aac, 
will help us out of this Mire, and give us. 
Footing upon a fure Bottom, the greater 
Honour 
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Honour is due to him who made the Dif: 
covery. 

But it feems, * the greateft Part of Sir 
δ “παρ᾽ s Reafoning from thefe Genealogies 
* js on an. Error of bis own. Sir ljzat, 
** who fuppofed,---that the Gods and God: 
** deffes left of getting and bearing Chil: 
* dren when they died, concludes from 
* the Mythologic Account of their Off- 
“© fhring, that they muft needs have lived 
* buttwo or three Generations before the 
“ War of Troy.--- It being notorious, that 
** every Age of the Pagan World {warmed 
* with the Progeny of their Gods, Sir 
* Tfaac’s Conclufion from the Time of their 
** Sons and Grandfons to their own is alto- 
* gether fallacious.” p.250, 251. 

To prove this to have been the Cafe, 
we have this Affair traced up to the ** Ori- 
** ginal,” and all the Caufes affigned of 
Pretences to Offspring from the Gods pto- 
- duced. The firft Caufe was the Contri- 
vance of Wives to hide their Adulteries, and 
of Virgins to-excufe their Incontinence. A 
Second was the Ambition of this pretended’ 
Offspring themfelves, in order to fupport 
their Authority amongft their barbarous Fol- 

lowers; 
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lowers. A Third was the Flattery of Syco—_ 
phants. The Laft is, that it was a mere 
Figure. of Speech in. the Eaftern Phrafeo-- 
logy. Allowing now this to be all true: 
Does. Mr. Warburton infer, that the Per- 
fons. worfhipped by the Pagan. World were 
not real Perfons, infamous for their perpe- 
tual Intrigues? Becaufe fome Wives or Vir- 
gins might contrive Excufes for their In- 
continence, did not ‘fupiter of Crete, or 
Bacchus, or:any.fuch quondam. Men or He- 
roes, indulge themfelves in Amours? And. 
if they did, may you not with Probability 
argue from the Time of Sons or Grandfons, 
to the Time. of Fathers or Grandfathers? ~ 
Sir Ifaac finds, when he. canfiders the Ge- 
nealogies of. the Gods and Heroes of the - 
Antients, that.they coincide with the Time | 
of Sefofris, --- This is one Circumftance : : 
He finds all the. Actions reported οὗ a God 
Bacchus, to. agree exadly .with Sefoftrzs,-——- 
This is another Fa&: He finds, that the . 
Offspring of Bacchus, his Sons, were Argo- 
nauts, --- This is a third Fa@, Now the: 
Argonautic Expedition, being one Genera- 
tion. later than Sefoffris, this is certainly a 
good ¢o-incident Circumftance, which helps . 
to 
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to fix the Age of Sefoffris or Bacchus. If 
indeed the Plea of being the Son of a God 
were to ftand fingle, and no other Circum- 
ftances concurred to fix a Chronological Point 
but that one, perhaps fome or other of the 
Reafons here affigned by Mr. Warburton 
might be fufficient to deftroy all Depen- 
dance upon an Argument deduced from the 
Age of the Son, to the Age of the Hero, 
faid to beget him: As it might juftly be 
urged; that you could not fix the Age of 
Mars from the fix’d Age of Romulus. But 
yet, when Circumftances co-incide ; when 
the Age of the Father, and his Circum-. 
ftances agree very well, and tally with the 
Age of the Son; when Times agree with 
the refpective Ages of the Offspring, and of 
the God or Goddefs ; and when you have 
nothing befides that prevents or excludes. 
Affent, there it may be very fafe to infer 
the Time of the Father, from the Time of 
the Son. It is very well known, that Ro- 
mulus was born of Rhea Sylvia by a Fa- 
ther unknown: There are feveral Ways of 
faying or underftanding, that he was begot 
by Mars ; and confequently it does not fol- 
low, that Mars the God was the certain 
Father 
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Father of Romulus, or was but one ‘Gene 
ration prior to Romiulis, But füppofing; 
thdt you are not léd by any other Circum4 
ftances, to conclude a Child not to be the 
Son of any God or Goddess; büt to be red 
ally deftended from fuéh à Perfon who has 
beer deified; fuch Offspring, and a Chro3 
nology fixt upon fuch Principle, is not τὸ 
be rejected, becaufe Tricks have been play'd; 
and Contrivances ufed; to conceal Inconti-+ 
nence ? A Son of Apollo may Be no mord 
than a Poet, or a Mufician; as a Son of 
Mars may be no more than a Hero in 
triartial Atchievements: A Son of Venus 
tay be no more than one begot in a Com 
merce fécret on any Girl. But when eas 
is declared to be the Son of Venus by An+ 
chifes, and Venus appears to have been the 
Miftrefs or Wife of Cinyras,, a Perfor 
who lived in thofe Times, no Reafon can 
be given; why Venus Herfelf fhould not 
be thought to have been the real, proper 
Mother of AEneas: How odd would it: 
have been for the old Apologifts to have 
ufed this Argument agaifift the Pagans, if 
they had not conceived the Pagan Godd 
teally to have had fome Children? And 
U how 
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how eafily might the Pagans in their Turns 
"have anfwered this Argument, by urging the 
figurative Senfe of fuch Expreffions, as the 
Son of Venus, Bacchus, Apollo, &c.? But 
both Heathens and Chriftians underftood 
this Affair in a true, literal Senfe; and their 
it is as eafy, im fuch Cafe, to:argue from 
Sons or Grandfons to the Times their Sires 
lived in, as it is in any other Cafe to argue 
from Father to Son or Grandfon, and thence 
to compute the Diftance of their Ages. 

I know not how it is with you, or with 
others, but as foon as Ε have read over all 
that Mr. Warburton has faid againfi Sir 
Yaac Newton's Chronology, and I look into 
Sir J/aac a fecond 'Time, imagining, that I 
had laid hold of fomething that would guard 
me againft any Fallacies, I know not what 
is the Matter, but all Affenti is gone, and I am 
juft i in the Condition I was before I began to 
read. Mr. Warburton charges his Adverfary 
indeed with falfe Facts, miftaken Conclufions, 
Confufion, Contradiction to the Hiftory 
and Aftronomy of the Bible, to the Nature 
of Things, and ta himfelf. But thefe are 
meer Words which leave no Manner of 

Impreffion y 


CHRQNOLOGY vndiated. 291 


Impreffon; but vanifh as foon as I begin 
to look into Sir l/zacs Book. I fee in 
That none of the Contradi&tions to Hffory, 
none to great Probability; and as to any 
Contradiction to the Afronomy of the Bible, 
even Mr. Werburtox has not once attempted 
to fhew it, tho’ it ftands as an Accufation 
againft Sir J/aac in the Beginning of this 
Chapter. 

But I fhall proceed next to confider tha 
Confequences with which Mr: Warburton 
charges our great Author. Thefe are dis 
vided into what He would not venture to ad- 
mit, and thofe which be would. Now both 
thefe,---directly CONTRADICT Scripture, and 
the Nature of Things. So that, as we before 
proved, the Error of bis Conclufion from the 
Falfhood of bis Premuffes, we now begin af 
the other End, and foal] prove the Falfhoad 
ef bis Premiffes from the Error of bis Con- 
clufion. p. 255. 

Firft then, Mr. Warburton confiders fome 
Confequences, which Sir zac, ** for their 
** apparent Falfhood, was obliged to país 
ἐς over in Silence," Now if they are ** appa- 
* rently falfe," one would not be much 
furprized, that Sir J/zac paffed them over 

U 23 in 
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in Silence. But what are thefé? Why, it 
fees, * thofe very Hiftories; on- whiclt 
* Sir Jac builds his Identity, tell us, that 
* Ofris invented the Culture of the Vine ; 
** anid abolifhed the Cuftom his Savage Sub- 
** jects had of eating one another : That his 
* Wife and Sifter J/is taught them to (τὺ 
** Corn, and gave them their firft Syftem of 
* Laws: 'That they were both the Patrons 
* of Nafcent Arts; and that all the In-: 
** ftruments of Hufbandry were found out 
* in their 'Fime."  Suppofe now, that 
thofé very Hiftories, which tell us Things 
which are ** apparently falfe,” tell us other 
"Things which-are apparently true, --- do 
they not ftand upon the Foot that other 
Hiftories, all Hiftories, do? Suppofe one 
were to appeal to Herodotus for the Truth of 
any Fa&; would it be’ a-Confutation of 
that, to cite any Miftake of Herodotus about 
it; and then to fay, that That very Hifto- 
ty tells us a-falfe, idle, groundlefs Story, 
which tells us what: is cited from him as 
Truth? Hiftorians tell us inconfiftent Things 
about Ofris, or any other Perfon. Is the 
Confequence this, that nothing is at all to be 
“believed about him? Or may not a Diftinc- 
vs tion. 


CHRONOLOGY winaitated. 293 


tion bé made betwixt what is. SPUR 
true, and apparently falfe ? 
The very Hiftorians; on which Sir faac 
builds his Identity of Ofris and: Sefoffris, 
tell us the Inventions of Ofiris. Véty true. 
“ But if Ofris were Sir Jfaz's Sefoftris, all 
**thefe fine Difcoveries were made but two 
** Generations-before the Irojan War, and 
** full soo Years after the’ Exodus, and 
* then, --- What are we to think of the 
** Bible?" - The Queftion is not, What are 
we to think ofthe Bible, but what are we 
to think of thofe^** authentic Annals of that 
** active and learned Priefthood," copied by 
Diodorus ? Are we obliged to believe Dio- 
dorus, or any one in Things. ** apparently 
* fife?" But Sir Z/2ac is obliged ** either to 
**. receive the Confequences he. has rejected, 
* or to reject thofe he has received; or 
* Jaftly, to fhew, that they ftand upon difz 
** ferent Authority.” p. 257. All this goes 
upon this Suppofition; that Sir J/zzc had no 
other Authority for what he had faid about 
Sefofris and Oyiris, but only one Diodorus, 
‘How many other Authors are cited for the 
Faéts of Ofris and Sefoffris, befides Djado- 
rus? And the Point is to reconcile thefe 
U 3 feveral 
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feveral, difcordant Stories. Herodotus tells 
us of the Conquéfts of Sefofris: Diodorus 
tells of the farne Conquefts of Ofiris. Strabo 
too tells us of the Conquefts of Sefofris. 
Where now is.the Inconfiftency of rejecting 
fome Things fad by ‘Droworus, which are. 
* apparently falfe,” at the fanie time, that 
óne adniits other ‘Things, which are agree« 
dble to what the Bible and other Hiftorians 
relate? The Conquefts made by Ofrss-are 
certainly ‘the -wery fame Conquefts which 
Seffris mide and as they were but once 
made, G/ris'and Sefoffris- -muft be the fame 
Perfon, Tus far tlien- Dzodéras may be 
trufted.in his Aécount of.Qf//s; becaufe 
other:Hiftorians give the fame Account of 
the Conquefis; only ufing a different Name. 
But then if Diodorus adds ‘what cannot be 
true, I do not fee, that any: one is obliged 
to admit fhat; tho’ he ‘iadicuaa oe 
Things that may be tué. 7. 7 
. But Sir Jade had the Misfortane to = 

mit that Pattof cheiSreiZn's Account, which 
had the very leaft Foundation. ** If one 
** Part of the Sicil/an's Account be of better 
** Authority than. the other, it is that which 
** fays, Ifis snuented Agriculture. For dp 

: “ exprefsly 
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ὦ exprefdj tells us, that this was found 
** written’ on a large Column in Hierogly- 
** phic Characters, half confumed with Age, 
^* then ftanding in the City of N; ya in 
* Arabia.” p.257. 

- Youinuft not imagine. from this pofitive 
Affertion of Mr. Warburton, that Diodorus 
ever faw this;/Columri, of read the Infcrip- 
tion, or ** exprefsly. tells us" any füch Thing, 
He tells us only what others reported, either 
to be written on the Pillar, or to be impof- 
fible to be read, through Length of Time. 
And as he * exprefily tells? the Story in this 
Manner ; it is.certain, Firft, That he never 
faw, nor pretends to have feen, the Pillar 
itfelf. Secoüdly, Suppofing fuch a Pillar 
to be ftaüding at Ny/a in Arabia fome time. 
or other, this will prove Ofr7s not to have 
lived before fome Egyptian King had con- 
quer'd Arabia. And which of the Egyp- 
tian Kings did this béfore the Times of Se- 
fofris, X leave you to find out. Thirdly, 
Mr. Warburton tells us, that thefe Pillars 
wére written ** in Hieroglyphic Characters.” 
I fwppofe he did this, becaufe the Pillars 
fhould appear of very great Antiquity. But 


his -Author does not fay in Hiefóghypbié 
U4 Characters, 
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Charaéters, but i» in γράμμασι, in. Sacred 
Letters, that is in an Alphahetic. Character. 
Now this Sort of Writing was not in Ofris’s 
Times in Egypt, if you place Ofris fo early 
as Mr. Warburton would place him, Laft- 
ly, As to Ofris himíelf, he is faid to be 
συγενὴς ἡμέρας, born at the fame time with 
THE Day: That is, he was contemporary 
with the Introduction of the five Days, 
which were found néceffary to complete the 
Solar Year, on one of which Ofris was 
brought forth by Rhea; which íhews him 
not {6 early as Sfofepb, no, nor fo early as 
Jofbua; and I think it was as late as Solv- 
mon's Days. 
' But what after all is the Stcilian’s Ac- 
count that is of fuch Authority? Why, it 
ftands thus, Iam not ignorant, that fome 
« Writers tell us, that the Sepulchres of thefe 
« God; [16s and Ofiris ] are in Nyía in 
* Arabia, from which Place Dionyfus is 
“ called Nyfeus. And that there is a Pillar 
** erected to each of thefe Gods, on which, 
* in Sacred Characters, is written, Qr." 
Then he gives: us the Infcriptions, which, 
φασὶ δόναϊϑαι ἀναγνῶναι, they say can de read, 
poss He os into = Notion of thefe 
; Waters ? 
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Writers? Does he credit the Story of thefe 
Pillars? Does he approve, or fay a Word 
in Approbation of them ? What then is the 
Sicilian's Account? Or what is it that is of 
fo much etter Authority in this Place, for 
Jfis's Invention of Agriculture, than for any 
other Piece of Hiftory, which Diodorus 
relates? 

Well, but what is reported to be faid 
upon this Pillar concerning Jfs? * (4) I 
* am Queen of ALL the Country. Iam Wife 
*- and Sifter of King Ofris. lam the firft 
* that found out Fruit for Men,’ When it 
is affirmed of Jf/s, that fhe was Queen 
of gil the Country, it muft be at a Time 
when Egypt at leaft, probably Egypt aad 
Arabia too, was all under one Government: 
And in Courfe not before the feveral Kings 
of Coptos, Thebes, This, Elephantis, and 
other Places, were reduced under one Go- 
vernment. She therefore did not live be- 
fore the Shepherds were drove out of Egypt ; 
and they'reigned according to Jofzpbus up- 
wards of five hundred Years. I think he 


(a J Ἐγὼ Ἴσις pl ἡ δασίλισα πάσης χώρᾳε.-- Ἐγώ 

espe γυνὴ xy ἀδελφῇ "Osíedos βασιλέως. Eye tyi ἢ 

a2] AggTV ἀνθρώποις ξυρῆσα.. Diod.- p. 16. 
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Kas much encteaféd the Number of Years, 
that the Shepherds reigned over the lower. 
Egypt : However that is not the Point now: 
in Hand. Jft, I fay, could not be Queen 
of al] Egypt, till. fome time after Mifpbrng- 
muthofis’s Days; mor could the fet up 8. 
Pillar in. Aradbin, before Arabia was con- 
quer'd by Egypt; which again could not 
be before Se/ofris’s Days ; and then Leíters 
weré knéwii, and all is confiftent. thus far. 
But what are we to fay to thofe Words.--- 7 
am the firft that found tut Fruit for Men? Not 
certainly, that fhe was the 7? that found 
out Corn: For that was long enough known 
before Her Days. Nor that She invented 
Avriculture: for that likewife was known 
and pra&ifed before She was Queen of a// 
Egypt. This therefore was ** apparently 
* falfe” of her, and confequently to be re- 
jected. When therefore Diodorus fays, that 
Shé found out Wheat and Barley, which 
grew as other Herbs did about the Country, 
but was unknoton or undiflinguifbed before ber 
Time, and that Ofiris contrived the Method of 
working and managing thefe Fruits. --- This, 
I fay, muft be owing to fome Miftake, per- 
haps to fome double Méaning of a Word, 
- or 
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or to a Similitude of Words, or fome fuch 
Caufe, which led them to impute the In- 
vention of Corn-Fruit to her, inftead of 
the Thing which fhe really diftovered; 
Perhaps I could make a probable Conjecture, 
what her Difcovery was, : confiftent with 
her Time ; and with what She had a Right 
to glory in. (2) But as it is but ConjeCture, 
I fhall fay no more than. this,--- that it is 
** apparently falfe," that I/fs invented Agri- 
culture, let Diodorus, or any one elfe, re- 
late fuch a ‘Story ; and therefore it is to 
be rejected; and that She lived as late 
as Sefoffris’s Days, appears from thefe Pil- 
Jars, if they are of any Authority; and 
therefore thus much -might be ufed by Sir 
l/zat, asa proper Evidence, becaufe agree~ 
able and confiftent. 

The next things confidered by Mr. War. 
burton are, ** the Confequences which Sit 


(δ) -Jfs is {aid to have found out Fui? for Men. Fruit. is 
513. Phere ; and in the Plural, 915, Pieria.  Suppofe 
now that {ἢν by fending down any Shipping along the Red 
Sea, and then failing Eaftward, had difcovered that Coun- 
try. which is’ called th: Scripture, in the Pheenician Dialed, 
PTB, i. δ. the Hand Fapjobane,, famous fot the fiüeft 
Gold, and Ivory, and Peacocks, f&c.—The Word is the 
--fame, or jo δέω the dine, that the Miftake is very 
eafy. 
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**. Haac has thought fit to. efpoufe, fome of 
*,which are thefe, that Inftruments of 
** War, Horfes for Military Service, Ani- 
* mal Food; the exa& Diftribution of Pro- 
« perty, Alphabetical Letters, and the well 
** peopling of Egypt, were all the Produ& 
** of the Age.of Sefoffris" p. 257-58: — 
. And has Sir J/zac really admitted, or ef- 
poufed thefe Confequences?. You will be 
jaftly furprifed, if.I tell you, that Sir Z/zac 
never has efpoufed feveral of them ; nor is 
there a Word in Sir J/aac about them. e. gr. 
"The very fz/?|Confequence here men- 
tioned, That: Sir.J/aac efpoufes, is, that In- 
Jiruments of War were. the Product of the 
Age of Sefflris. Does Sir Ifaac efpoufe this > 
No. Mr. Warburton himfelfi interprets thefe 
Inftruments of War, not Swords, not Spears, 
but “ Armour,” which is very different from 
what thofe. comprehenfive Words, --- ** In- 
* ftruments of War," may mean. And 
fuppofing ** Inffruments of ‘War’? means 
© Armour,” has Sir J/azc any where faid, 
that ** Armour" Was the Prodyét.of the Age 
of δὲ fnis? No. He exprefily fpeaks of 
Armour as. znvented long before δε otras’ s 

time, nay before his Father mman’s time : 
and 
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anid he is nót wont to be guilty of Contra- 
diction. But let us examine the Grounds of 
this Imputation. 


ες 
«c 
ες 
ες 
«ς 
«« 
ες 
ες 
ἐς 
ἐς 
«ς 
ct 
«c 
«ς 
€«& 
ce 
εἰ 


«ς 


e£ 


* Fulcan; fays Sir Jfaae, reigned in Cyprus 
and Βγόίμε till a very great Age, living to 
the times of the Trojan War --- and after 
the Death of his Wife Ca/ycopis, he built 
Temples to her at Paphos, and Amathus 
in Cyprus, and at Byblus in Syria, and in- 
fütuted Priefts to her with facred Rites 
and luftful Orgia, whence fhe became -the 
Dea Cypria and the Dea Syria. --- Cinyras 
deified alfo Iis Son Gingris by the Name 
of Adonis -—and for affffing the Egyptians 
with Armour, it is probable that he him- 
felf was deified by his Friends the Egyp- 
Hans, by the Name of Baal Canaan or 
Vulcan :: For Vulcan was celebrated prin- 
cipally by the Egyptians, and was a King 
according to Homer, and reigned in Lem- 
nos: and Cinyras was an Inventor of 


ARTS, and found out Copper in Lemos, 


and the Smith’s Hammer and Anvil and 
Tongs and Leaver, and employed Work- 
men in making Armour and other things 

of Brafs and Iron, and was the only 
* King celebrated in Hiftory for working 
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* in Metals, and was King of Lemnos, and 
* the Hufband of Venus: All which are 
** the Characters of Vulcan; and the Egyp+ 
** fians about the time of the Death of C= 
* myras, viz. in the Reign of their King 
** Amenophis, built a very fumptuous'T'emple 
** at Memphis to Vulcan, and near it a fmal- 
** ler Temple to Venus Hofpita --- Vulcan's 
* Wife."  Newton'$ Chronol. p. 224-25. 

Mr. Warburton’s Remark on thefe Words 
is, --- * Here we have a Hero living till 
** the time of the TRoJAN War, not only 
* the Inventor of Arms, but likewife of 
** the Very Tools employed in making them.” 
P. 258. Will not the moft carelefs Reader 
afk, from what Words of Sir Z/zzc could 
Mr. Warburton draw this Confequence, that 
Fulcan was the INveNToR oF Arms? He 
ia faid indeed to be the Inventor of Arts, 
which I could fancy Mr. Warburton read 
Arms, and confirmed himfelf in his ΜΙ, 
take by feeing it faid, that he a//fed the 
Egyptians with ARMOUR. 

That (2) Cinyras found out the Smith's 
Hammer, Tongs, Leaver and Anvil, in Cyprus, 


(5) Cinyra invenit — metalla mris — in Infula Cypro: 
Mem forcipem, marculum, Vcéteia « Plin. vii. c. 56. 


᾿ Pliny | 
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Pliny tells us: But Phy does not fay that Arms 
could not be made without thefe Tools, It 
is a groundlefs Remark of Mr. Warburton, 
that Cinyras found out the very Tools employed 
' in making them; infinuating as if Arms could 
never have been made without the Tools 
invented by Cinyras; whereas Arms and Ar- 
mour too were invented, as is agreed by all, 
before Cizyras's Days; nor is there one 
Word in Sir J/zac to the contrary. 

Mr. Warburton goes on to obferve, that 
<¢ Homer feems indeed to make Vulcan the 
“© Inventor of Arms, but at the fame time 
* makes both him and his Invention, the 
* Product of a much earlier Age. By his 
* Poem of the Trojan War, it appears that 
* Military Weapons had been then long in 
* ufe." p. 259. And then he very truly 
infers, ‘ that if Mzlitary Weapons at the time 
* of the Trajan War had been in long ufe 
* amongft the Greeks, it is impoffible they 
* fhould have been but ju/? invented in 
* Egypt." p. 260. 

But who is here oppofed? Has Sir J/aac 
ever faid, that MzAzary Weapons, or Arms, 
or Armour, were but juff invented either in 
Egypt, or any where elfe? Sir Z/aac has in- 

deed 
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deed faid; that ‘it 23 probable that Cinyra$ 
« or Vulcan was deified by bis Friends the 

* Egyptians for affi ifing them with Arinout;”’ 

an excellent ufeful Defence againft Arms, or 

Military Weapons j but cohen either Arms; 

or Armour were invented, is not fo much as 

remotely hinted at in this Paffage about Κη 

can. 

However, let me obfervé, that Eifebius 
has this Remark, as it is in Cedrenus, , that 
Vulcan was deified by the Egyptians - --- as 
Plato fays, for fhewing them the Art of 
making Warlike and Hufbandey Tools of 
Iron; for before him they fought with Stones 
and Clubs, ἀλλὰ καὶ ὡς ὃ TAd]ov, πολεμιχῶν Y) γεῶρ- 
indy ἐργαλείων τὴν dn σιδήῤε κα]ασκενὴν αὐτοῖς Yard éi- 
£ar]a, λίϑοις γεὶρ © ῥοπάλοις ἐπολέμεν πρὸ αὐτῇ. Not 
that he zmvented Arms: but “ be fhewed 
* them bow to make certain Inftruments of 
* Tron,” as Plato obferved. 

T cannot but take Notice, that in Homer 
their Military Weapons were made of no 
other Metal than Copper, though Iron was 
the Metal that beft would refift fuch Wea- 
pons. Uhjffess Spear was ᾿Αιχμὴ χαλκείη; 
a Copper-headed Spear. And when with 
that he had flain Democcon, Apollo cries out 

to 
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io the Trojans, to come on againft the Greeks, 


----ἕ Ἐπὲ d σφι AÍSQ- yews, EL olde - 
Χαλκὸν dvaq der ταμεσίχροα. Iliad. δ᾽. 509, 510. 


becaufe their Bodies were not made of Stone or 
Tron, £o be able to refit Copper. They had 
indeed found out the Art of heading Clubs 
with Iron, and Zfreitbous was called the Club- 
Fighter, 


Ουνέκ᾽ dg d τόξοισι μαχέσκεῖο, Set T6 μακεῷ, 
᾿Αλλὰ σιδηρείῃ κορύνῃ ρήγνυσκε φάλαγγας.1]. ihe τ40. 


becaufe be did not fight with Arrows, or a 
long Spear, but broke whole Troops with an Tron 
headed Club. Iron was then fo valuable a 
Commodity, ‘that it was reckon'd among the 
Treafures or Riches that a Man had. Ac- 
cordingly Adraftus reckons it as fuch, I7. ζ΄. 
And Achilles threatens to carry it away with 
his Gold and Copper from Troy to Phtbia : 
Thad. i. 366. And afterwards when he was pro- 
pofing and giving Prizes to the chief Heroes 
at Patroclus’s Funeral, one of them was no 
more than a great heavy Coit of Iron. Now 
if Vulcan had been the Maker of Arms or 
Military Weapons of Iron, it was certainly 
a great Improvement, and for which he 
might have been much efteemed by the Men 
of War, both for Offence, and Defence. 

x However, 
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* However, I muft own that I do not find 
that Vulcan made his Armour of Iron. "To 


make Achilles’s Armour. Vulcan put into the 
Fire Copper and Tin, Gold and Silver. 


Χαλκὸν J” ἐν πυεὶ βάλλε ἀτείρεα, κααϊτερό]ε 
Καὶ χρυσὸν Tinley Wadeyugor. — ILE. 474, 475: 
His Sword was made of Copper, χάλκεον. 


the Gold and Silver were for Ornaments. 
And though Virgil had made Iron a part of 
the Metals ufed in furnifhing: out Aineas to 
Battle, yet it was only for his Sword. 
Vulnificufque Chaiybs vafta fornace hquefcit. 
The reft were of Copper finely polifhed, and 
bright. 

But as Sir [aac has not faid that Vulcan was 
the Inventor of ARMs, fo I do not remember 
that in Homer he is made the Inventor of 
them. He was famous for making excellent 
Armour, fach as Bucklers, Helmets, Breaft- 
Plates, Securities for the Legs; things which 
he made for Achilles at the Requeft of Vicit 


—— ἕ ζσπίδω % Teugdacsay ᾿ 
(2) Ks καλὰς κνημῖδας, ὠπισφυρίοις ἐξαᾳρυίάς,. 
Καὶ ϑώρηκ᾽ lli. z. v. 458. 


(x): The Κνημῖδες were made of Metal. 
ΓΝ 1 were, Leves ocreas, électro auroque recoólo. ZEn. viii. 
Achilles’s, τεύξε δὲ οἱ κνημῖδας éayé xaasí]teoto. Il. Ξ. 612. 
Hercules were, Kynuidas ὀρειχείλχοιο φαεινᾷ. Hefiod. Peu 
Herc. v. 122. 

- Thefe Vulcan gave to Hercules the Argonantic, as he did 
his Shield. Hpaiss κλυ]ὰ φῷρᾳ: ibid. 

And, 
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And the Breaft-plate that Agamemnon wore 
was oné that Ginyras gave him. 


ϑώρηκω πεεὶ eideosty $d'üre 
| χὸν aro δι Κινυρὴς dine ξενήϊον ναι. 
Πεύϑεγο 39 Κύπρον δὲ μέγα &&&-, ἕνεκ᾽ ᾽Αχαιοὶ 
"Es Τροίην νήεωιν varatvoadox ἔμελλον. 
Tiveka, δὲ τὸν δῶκε x aei buevQ- βασιλῆϊ. Ili. A. 19—24: 


Inftruments therefore of War, of all kinds 
were invented; Arms and Armour too, be- 
fore Vulcan’s Days. But I fuppofe the excel- 
lency of his Workmanfhip was fuch, for 
Strength as well as Ornament and Ufe, as 
might occafion his Deification. 

Or if he found out in his latter Days, 
the Art of working Jron well, and of mak- 
ing Armour of that Metal, and taught the 
Egyptians to make their Tools for War and 
Hujfbandry of that Metal in particular, he 
might be deified on that Account. 

Diodorus Siculus tells us (c), that ‘fupiter 
was the firft that found out Suzts of Ar- 
mour, and that he armed his Soldiers with 
them: and that he granted the Honour of 
this Invention to Mars; at the fame time 





(9 Πρῶτον xa]ecxudeca πανοπλίαν, ὁ [ςροα]ιώτας κα- 
ϑοπλίσαι. Diod. Sic. Edit. Hanov. p. 341. Scuta geftare 
Cyretes primi invenerdnt. Servius in Virg. AEn. ix. V. 505. 


Kz that 
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that Vulcan had. the Honour of the Invent- 
ion of every thing worked by Fire, either 
in Iron, Copper, Gold or Silver. But 
whoever really was the Inventor, Vulcan was 
the Perfon famous in his time for making. 
Armoyr only, not ** Ioftruments of War’ in 
general : and this Sir Tac may and does 
« efpouife,”” but not that Infiruments of War 
Were the PropucrT of Selo ofiris’s Age. 

It may not be improper to take Notice, 
that ‘Heais@, the Name by which Vulcan is 
called, is derived from ww, Ignis, and figni- 
fies one that works at the Fire: as Ve eflay 
icíe, comes from the fame Original, though 
it alludes to another Reafon. Bot this by. 
the by. 

To prove that Sir ljaac meant that Vulcan 
was the Inventor of Arms, Mr. Warbur- 
ton fays, “ That this was our. Author’ 8 
** meaning is plain, from what he tells us 
* of the Egyptians fighting with Clubs i in: 
* the time of Se/ofris,. which cer rtainly was 
« for want of better Arms s and till plainer 
«from what he tells of Vulcan's being’ 
* made a God, which certainly was for a: 
** new Invention." p 258. 

Sir 
2 nm 
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Sir Haac fays, that ** Sefjffris invaded Li+ 

** bya, and fought the Africans with Clubs, 
* and thence is painted with a ‘Club in his 
** Hands; fo Hyginus, Afri et ZEgyptii pri- 
* mum fuflibus dimicaverunt.” Sir Yaac 
‘might have added to this the Authority of 
Pliny, who fays, Prelium Afri contra JE- 
Ryptios primi fecere Suftibus quos wocant (a) 
Palangas. |. vii. c. 56. Was this done be- 
fore the time when Sefoffris in his Father's 
Reign invaded Libya? Or when was it that 
the Africans and Egyptians firft fought with 
Clubs? Did the Egyptians invade Africa 
before the time here mentioned? If they 
did not, you have the Teftimony of Pliny 
as well as Hygizus to the Fact. But this, 
fays Mr. Warburton, “ was certainly for 
<< want of better Arms.” ‘What if Copper, 
* and Iron too, was found out and worked 
in Crete, and Lemmnos, and in other Places? 
Does it follow, that it was carried thence in- 
to Africa? Or was it carried in fuch Plenty, 
that all forts of Miktary Weapons were made 
of then? You have a remarkable Inftance 
in Scripture of à Nation, but little before 


(2) The Word from whence the Latin Term Phalanga or 
-Palanga is derived is VID. Phatac which fignifies a Club 


or Stick. 
X3 the 
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the times we are now {peaking of, I mean 
of the ‘Yews, going out againft the Phzkfines 
to Battle, when there was no Sword or Spear 
. found in the Hand of any of the People. that 
avere with Saul and Jonathan, dut with Saul 
and with Jonathan there was found, 1 Sam. 
xiii. 22, What now was it that thefe People 
were armed with, but Clubs and fuch like 
Military Weapons? As late as Alexander’s 
Days, you find a confiderable part of the 
Derbices in Darius’s Army, armed no better 
than with Stakes burnt, and by that means 
hardned. Quidam, fays Curtius, lignum igni 
duraverant. And when Charidemus the 
Athenian was giving his Judgment about the 
Forces of Alexander, and defcribing their 
Hardinefs --- I fuppofe, fays he, Ironically, 
the Thefjalian Horfe, and the Acarnanians, 
and JEtolians, a Body unconquered in War, 
will be repelled with your Slings, and Stakes 
hardned by Fire. "fam Theffali Equites et 
Arcananes, 4Etolique, invicta bello manus, 
fundis credo et haftis igne duratis repellentur. 
Curt. liii. c. 2. It does not follow from 
hence, that Weapons of Iron or Copper were 
. pot found out, or in ufe, long before thefe 
times: Nor does it follow that Arms, and 
da _ Military 
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Military Weapons made of Copper, were not 
before Vulcan’s Days, who excelled in mak- 
ing Armour. In the Army of Xerxes, I 
cannot but obferve, that the Lzdyans had 
not their Military Weapons armed with Iron, 
or any other Metal; but they ufed Darts or 
Jfavelins burnt and hardned in the Fire, 
sior]loret ὠπικαύτοισι χρεώμενοι. Herod. 1. vii. c. 71. 

Not I fuppofe for want of better Arms, for 
all other Nations that compofed that immenfe 
Army had their Weapons made of Iron, or 
at leaft headed with Iron, or fharp Stone: 
But the Libyans were ufed to this Sort. of 
Weapons, and beft could ufe them againft 
their Enemies. 

Nor does it follow that the Africans 
fought the Egyptians with Clubs, * for 
* want" as Mr. Warburton fays, ** of better 
« Arms,’ but becaufe they were ufed to 
fight with Clubs. For Strabo mentions a 
Nation of Ethiopians called Megabari, who 
ufed Clubs headed with Iron, and likewife 
ufed Spears and Shields too. Stra. 1. 16. p. 
1122. or 776. And when ZEzeas came to 
Italy and was engaging with Turnus, we find 
Cifeus and Gyas in Virgil routing whole 
T roops with C/ubs---Sternentes agmina Clava, 


X 4 Dejecit 
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Dejeit leto. Nibil ills Herculis arma, — 
Nil valide juvere manus—&c. Aineis. Y. 10. v. 319. 
So that much after the Days of Sefoftris, 
it was not unufual for Nations to fight with 
Clubs. Sefoftris therefore might be painted 
with a C/ué in his Hand, for his conquering 
the Africans that fought the Egyptians with 
Clubs; or perhaps the Egyptians might fight 
with Clubs as well as the Africans; and 
thence the Conqueror was fo painted, It is 
certain that Hygznus and Phiay teftify the Fatt: 
and the time agrees to Sefoffris, whatever 
was the reafon of the Fact, which at this 
Diftance of time we can know nothing of, 
but what Hiftorians or others tell us. But 
be it what it will, Sir Jaac does not ** εἰς 
: * poufe" this Confequence, that  Infru- 
mets of War were the Propuct of the 
* Age of Sefoffris." | 
s fecond Confequence, which Mr. 
Varburton tells us, that Sir [aac efpoufes, 
is, * That He makes Sefoftris’s Conqueft 
** of Libya the Occafion of furnifhing Egypt 
* with Horfes."p. 261. By this Mr. Warburton 
means, not that Sefofris’s Conqueft of L;- 
bya was a particular, occafonal Circumftance, 
that furnifhed Egypt with Horfes at that 
time, but it was the fir? Occafion of Egypt's 
; abounding 
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abounding with Horfe.. ΤῊϊ is what he 
charges Sir Yaac with efpoufing ; and he 
grounds his Charge upon thefe Words.—- 
** After the Conqueft of Libya, by which 
** Ecypt was furnifhed with Horfes, and 
* furnifhed Solomon and his- Friends, he 
A prepared a Fleet.” Could any Man 
miftake thefe Words, except one that was 
defirous « or refolved to find Fault? Sir lfaac 
fays, that Libya fupplied Égysz with Horfes, 
and enabled the King of Egypt to fell fo 
many to Solomon and his Friends. Inftead 
of this obvious, natural Meaning of his 
Words, ‘Mr. Warburton tells us, "That Sir 
liac s Was “ {peaking here of the Original of 
* thofe civil Advantages, for which antient 

< Egypt was fo much celebrated," Sir 
Jac s Was fpeaking, Here? Where ? Not in 
this Pagé, nor near it. He is bere {peak- 
ing of the Times of Sefo ofris, of the Con- 
quefts of Sefoftris, and of nothing elfe. But 
becaufe Sir Vaac had in other Places, upon 
other Occafióhs, or in Mr. Warburtin’s own 
Words, * Brrort and ArrrrWanps told 
f us his Thoughts of their [the Egyptian] 
* Aftronomy, Navigation, Letters, Names 
s and Weapons ef War, ὅγε cannot 
᾿ ** THEREFORE 
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ἐς THEREFORE avoid. underftanding. what 
“he were fays of the Libyan Horfes, to 
* mean, that the Conqueft of that Country 
* was the fif? Occafion of Egypt’ s abound- 
* ing with Horfes.” p. 262. 2, e. Becaufe 
Sir J/aac has BrForE and AFTERWARDS told 
us his Thoughts of the Origin of feveral 
Things in Egypt: THEREFORE HERE he 
has told us his "Thoughts of the Origin of 
the Abundance of Horfes. But why ** can- 
** not He avoid underftanding" a Paffage in 
a Senfe, which He fays contradiéts tbe 
Scripture, when Sir J/aac is in Fact fpeak- 
ing of a particular Circumftance of Time, 
which enabled the Egyptians in a remarka- 
ble Manner to fupply their Neighbours with 
a particular Commodity ? 

Sir ας Newton was perhaps one of the 
moft accurate and exact Writers that ever 
was ; clear, expreffive, and fo careful in 
the Choice of his Words, that fcarce can 
you alter a Term, without hurting his 
Meaning, He is fpeaking of a particular 
Time, when Egypt was enabled to fupply 
Solomon and his Friends with a great Num- 
ber of Horfes. Mr. Warburton underftands 
this to mean, that, in Sir /aac's Intention, 

«This 
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This was the rigsT Occafion of Egypt's 
* abounding in Horfe." He is fo juft as 
to own, that in another Place, and when 
Sir [aac was {peaking on another Subject, 
and not of the Empire of Egypt, He con- 
feffes, ** that Egypt abounded with Horfes 
** earlier than the Time he here affigns,” 
Why then does Mr. Warburton here declare, 
that he * cannot avoid underftanding” Sir 
J/aac, in a Senfe contrary to his avowed 
and exprefs Words in another Place, at the 
Expence of a Self-Contradiction in a Man 
fo accurate as Sir Yiaac was? Efpecially too, 
when he faw, that fuch a Meaning wasa 
direct Contradiction to Scripture? But had 
Mr. Warburton not put fuch a Meaning 
upon thefe Words of Sir Iaac, as is con- 
trary to his own exprefs Words, and to the 
Scriptures too, he could not have pretend- 
ed that Sir Ifaac efpoufed the Confequence, 
which here he charges him with. 

At what Time Egypt began to abound 
with Horfes, Sir //22c no where fays. He 
obferves indeed, that ** in the Days of Saul 
“the PbLfines brought into the Field 
** againft him zbzrty thoufand Chariots, and 
f* fix thoufand Horfe; and that the Canaanitgs 

** bad 
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« had their Horfes from Egypt." This was 
feveral Years before the Times of Sefoftris, 
and confequéntly it was not owing to the 
Conqueft of Libya, that Egypt at that Time 
abounded with Horfes. Egypt was greatly 
now improved, and much abounded in 
Horfe, and was in a very different Con- 
‘dition from what it was at the Exodus of 
the Children of Ifrael... For “ in the Days 
** of Mofes all the Chariots of Egypt, with 
ἐς qwhich Phataoh purfued lírael, were but 
* fix hundred." ‘This was Sir fzac's Way 
of Reafoning, in his Chronology, p. 167, 
allowing Egypt very much to abound in 
Horfe, and to have fupplied the Canaanites 
with them long before the Conqueft of Libya, 
But this Notion of Egyj?s having but 
Six hundred Chariots at the Time of the 
Jfraelites going out from thence, does not 
favour the Opulence, Strength and high 
Antiquity of that Empire, which Mr. War- 
burton contends for; and therefore he thus 
oppofes it. * The Purfuit of the Ifraehtes 
* is thus defcribed. And Pharoah made 
= ready his Chariot, and took bis People 
** with bim. And be took Six Hundred 
£ ebofen Chariots, and all the Chariots of 


| & Egypt, 
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Egypt, and {aptains over every one of 
them.---The Egyptians purfued after thenr, 
* all the Horfes and Chariots of Pharaoh, 
^ and bis Horfemen, and his Army. --- And 
* the Egyptians purfued, and went in after 
* thent to the midfl of the Sea, even all 
ἐς Pharaoh’s Horfes, bis Chariots, and bis 
* Horfemen. Exod. xiv. 6-23. Sir Iace 
* feemed to be aware of this Evidence 
* againft him, and endeavours to turn it 
* gn the Side of his Hypothefis. In the 
* Days of Mofes, fays he, ALL the Chariots 
* of Egypt, with which Pharaoh puríned 
* Jfrael, were but Six Hundred." p. 262. 

Upon this Mr. Warburton cries out,--- 
“ This is d firange Mj ylake. The Six 
** Hundred, mentioned in the Place quoted, 
** are exprefsly faid to be the chofen Chariots, 
** that is, the King's Guard, or a ftanding 
* Militia; for that over and above thefe, 
* all the Chariots of Egypt, an indefinite 
* Number, went on the Purfuit.” jd. I 
muft obferve, 

I. That Sir Ifage makes the Remark, 
that the Chariots of Egypt were but Six 
Hundred in the Days of Mofes; He makes, 
I fay, 


ἐς 


ἐς 
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I fay, this Remark, when ht was {peaking 
of the great Numbers of Horfes which the 
Philiftines had, probably from Egypt, in. 
the Days of Saul Fifty Pages afterwards 
he mentions Sefofris, and his Conqueft of 
Libya, and there obferves, that That gave 
Occafion to furnifh Solomon with Horfes; 
Mr. Warburton fays, that in Confequence 
of this laft Obfervation Sir faac efpoufes, 
that the Conqueft of Libya was ** the First 
* Occafion of Egypr's abounding with Hor- 
* fes" A Thought! which never feems 
to have enter'd into Sir J/azc's Head or 
Heart! Mr. Warburton then upon citing. 
the Paffage of Scripture about Pharaoh's 
Purfuit of the J/raelites, fays, ** Sir faac 
* feems to have been aware of ¢his Evi- 
* dence againfl him." Evidence againft 
bim, in what? Why, that the Conqueft of 
Libya furnifhed Egypt with Horfes, by 
which Means Egypt furnifhed Solomon. What 
Evidence againft bim is this Affair of Pha- 
raob? For admitting Egypt to breed Horfes 
in ever fo great a Plenty, the Addition of 
Libyan Horfes might be the Occafion of 
felling more, than otherwife they could or 


would have done. 
2. “ Sir 
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2. * Sir Ifaac feems to have been aware 
* of this Evidence againfl him, and en- 
* deavours to turn it on the Side of δὲς 
* Hypotbefs." Με. Warburton fuppofes Sis 
lfaac to have an “ Hypothefis,” that the 
Conqueft of Libya was the fir/t Occafion of 
Egypt’s abounding with Horfe. Whereas, 
neither in the Place here refer’d to, which 
is Chronol. p. 167. where Sir I/aac is fpeak- 
ing of the Shepherds being drove out of the 
greateft Part of their Dominions in Egypt 
by Mifpbragmuthofs; nor in the other 
Place, where He is fpeaking of Sefofrris's 
Conqueft of Libya, has Sir J/a2c one Word, 
or one Hint at the First Occajfion of Egypt's 
abounding with Horfes. | 

4. Sir J/2c, when he occafionally mem- 
tions the Six Hundred Chariots of Egypt, is 
fpeaking of the vaft Quantity of Chariots 
and Horfemen, which the Phili/tines brought 
into: the Field againft Sau. There were 
thirty thoufand Chariots, and fix thoufand 
Horfe, and People, as the Sand which is on 
the Sea Shore for Multitude. 1 Sam. xii. 5. 
Whence came this vaft Body of Men, Hor- 
fes, and Chariots? This, Sir //zac with his 
wíual Sagacity and Modefty accounts for 
: thus. 
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thus. . * [| feem to gather from the great 
Army of the PEL ifines againft Saul, and 
* the great Number of their Horfes, that 
* the 'Shepberds had newly relinquifhed 
«c Egypt; and join’d them.” Newt. Chro. 
P. 167. This Solution feems natural, and 
is one Inftance of ten thoufand of that great 
Man's. Sagacious Spirit... But what has Sir 
Tfaac’s Hypathefis which, relates wholly, 
whatever it is, to the Solution of this Phe- 
nomenon of fuch an immenfe. Ariny at that 
Time and Plage. ---What I fay has this Hy- 
pothefis to. do with the rrmsT Occafm of 

Egypt’ 8 abounding with Horfe? bos 
But be Sir J/zac's Hypothefis what you 
pleafe: He fays (no Matter on what Occa- 
fion) that zz the Days of Mofes all the Cha-, 
riots of Egypt, with which Pharaoh purfued 
Iftael, were jut Six Hundred. Mr. War- 
burton lays hold of this, and cries out, 
Strange Miflake ! How fo? “ The fix hun- 
* dred mentioned in the Place quoted dfe 
«c exprefily aid to be chofen Chariots, that 
* is, the King’ 8 Guard, ora Jlanding- Mi- 
* tga: For that over and above thefe, 
* ALL the Chariots of Egypt, an indefi- 
& nite Number, went on the Purfuit. MER 
id T That 


Cu RONOLOGY vindicated. 321 


That Sir {μας affrms, that the dudes 
was made with Aut Six Hundred Chariots, 

true. And that this was the whole of deir 
Strength is: pretty clear; for if you take 
the Words in any other Conftrudtion than 
that which Sir Jfaec took them in; it. will 
hardly be poffible to make common Senfe 
ofthe Paflage. He took fix hundred cbofen 
Chariots, and all the Chariats sf Egypt. Ase 
not the Six Huudred Chariots contained in 
that comprehenfive Word, Arr the Chariots 
of Egypt? You know, Sir, that the Hebrew 
Vau, and fo is the Greek Kx, commonly 
tranflated Even; and fhen the Words are 
eafy.---He took Six Hundred Chariots, Even 
all the. Chariots of Egypt. This makes 
good Senfe, and admits of nothing baríh; 
or uncouth, or improbable. But to talk of 
Six Hundred. Chariots; and All the Chariots 
_of Egypt; ** an indefinite Number,” is at 
beft, either very odd Language, or incon- 
fiftent with the Hiftory. For if all the Cba- 
riots of Egypt, fignifies, All of the Egyf- 
tians, All that any Egyptian had, befides 
thofe of Pharaoh, where was the Time to 
get thefe together ? Or if Pharaoh purfued 
with faeh. an Army, as sehen fays be did, 


‘woul 
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would three or four Days be fufficient to’ 
get together fuch an immenfe Force, 4s 
700 Chariots, 50,000 Horfe, and 200,006 
Foot? No Wonder therefore that Sir faac 
interpreted the Words, as they may very 
properly, and indeed. ought to be inter- 
preted. 

You will tell me perhaps, that the * Six 
ἐς Hundred Chariots are exprefsly faid to 
* be chofen Chariots, that is, the Kzng's 
* Guard.” This feems to me a New 
Difcovery. The Kings of Egypt had many 
Horfemen, and many Foot; and Egypt 
once was famous for its numerous Armies, 
and for its Chariots that marched out of 
Thebes. But that thefe were the King’s 
Guard, or ufed as fuch, I own I remem- 
ber no fuch Cuftom. In Truth, by chofén 
Chariots, he means no more than, ftout, 
good, fit for the Purpofe, fit for Service; 
and has no Relation to fuch as were emi- 
nently picked cut from an indefinite Number, 
but contained αἰ that were fit to be emi- 
‘ployed. 

Should you now ask me, how it ‘could 
‘happen, that the King of Egypt could get 
all the Chariots of Egypt together; - at fo 
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fmall a Warning; to pürfüé the J/raebtes? 
I muft anfwer, that fuppofing the Soldiery 
were, in thofe early Days, all placed to- 
gether in the Lower Egypt, and lived at a 
public Expenee in a particular Spot of Land ; 
fuch a fmall Number might be drawn to- 
gether at {mall Notice, tho’ a mighty Army 
eould not. And if the Cuftoms of later Times, 
which Herodotus deícribes, were the fame as 
their very antient Cuftoms were, (a) a Thou- 
Jand CAL AstRII, and as many HERMOTIBII; 
annually guarded the King: And thefe were 
(5) Sword-bearers, paxueniet, But Cha- 
riots were never the King’s Guard: 

The fecond Confequence then, which 
Mr. Warburton tells us, that Sir. [aac ef- 
poufes, is imaginary and groundlefs, and fo 
far from being admitted or efpoufed by iis 
that he fays not a Word about it; 

The Third Confequence faid to be of 
poufed by Sir J/aac, is founded upon much 
the fame Bafis, upon mere Imagination : 
Only Mr. Warburton expreffes himfelf with 


(4) Καλασιείων χίλιοι x “Ἑρμοτυβίὼν ὥλλό! eS oguges 
éeob evtav]av txasoy τὸν Baia, Hérod. 1. 2. c. 168. 
(ὁ) V. Herod. 1. g. c. 51. 


Y23 fomtewhat: 
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fomewhat more Caution. His Words are, 
.---''In Confequence of the fame Syftem;. 


. ἐς 
«ς 


€ 


our great Author sEEMs to think, that 
Animal Food was not in Ufe among the 


Egyptians till about this Time.” p.270. 


He means till about Sefoffras’s 'Time.. 


What now has Sir J/2sc really faid, that 


may lead Mr. Warburton to draw fuch a 
Confequence ? Sir Ifaac’s Words are thefe,--~ 


[11 


«c 


«c 


ες 


«€ 


«€ 


«ς 


ce 


ae 
i: 


€c 


The Egyptians originally lived on the 
Fruits of the Earth, and fared hardly, 
and abftained from AwiMArs, and 
THEREFORE abominated Shepherds: Me- 
nes [the third from Se/fris] taught them 
to adorn their Beds and ‘Fables with rich 
Furniture and Carpets, and brought in 
among them a fumptuous, delicious, and 
voluptuous Way of Life; and about 
a hundred Years after his Death, Gze- 


* phattus, one of his Succeffors, curfed him 


«c 


ςς 


($9 


P. 


for it, and to reduce the Luxury of Egypt, 
caufed the Curíe to be enter'd in the 
Temple of Jupiter at Thebes.’” Chron. 
241-2. 

It is certain, that Sir Taac never fays di- 


rectly or indirectly, how long this Original 
hard Way of living lafted:;. nor does he fay, 


that: 
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that Animal Food began about Sefoftris’s 
Time: But his Defign was to relate a Cir- 
cumftance of the Introdu&ion of Luxary, 
which confifted in rich Furniture, and a 
Jümptuous, delicious and voluptuous Way of 
Life. A natural Confequence of an ex- 
tended Empire raifed by Sefofris, and of 
great Power and Riches then flowing into 
Egypt. 

But let us fuppofe, that Sir aac did ef- 
poufe this Confequence (which in Truth he 
has faid nothing about) Mr. Warburton’s 
Attempt to confute him is very far from be- 
ing fatisfactory. He attempts to prove, that 
the Egyptians were Flefb Eaters, before the 
Days of “fofeph. The Reafon affigned by 
Sir σε, why the Egyptians abftained from 
Animal Food was, that Shepherds were an 
Abomination to them, becaufe they eat it, 
How long this Abomination lafted is no 
where faid. If it continued till the Days 
of Mifpbragmuthofis, who made a long War 
on the Shepherds, and cleared the Land of 
Egypt of moft of them, and fhut up the 
- reft in Abaris, or Pelufium ; or if it continued 
fome Years longer, till they were totally ex- 
pelled by Tethmofs: Then the Egyptians 

Y 3 did 
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did not eat Flefh till the Days of Sgul or 
David. Not that Fleth was not eat in 
Egypt till thefe Times; for the Shepherds, 
who had conquered the Lower Egypt, and 
reigned over it for many Years, eat Ayimal 
Food; tho’ the original, natural Egyptians 
did not. The Shepherds reigned over the 
Lower Egypt, if Manetho in Yofe -phus be 
right, five hundred and eleven Years. But 
this Period is certainly much too long: For 
when he reckons up their Kings, and the 
Years of their Reigns, they fcarce make up 
(c) 260 Years. Saltis reigned 19 Years, 
Baon 44. Apachnas 36 Years and feven 
Months. Apochis 61, "famias 50 Years and 
óne Month. Afis 49 Years, and two 
Months. And if you fuppofe the Shepherds 
to have reigned five hundred and eleven 
Years, as Manetho’s Numbers are, and to 
have been expelled by Thumofis or Tethmofis, 
as Sir Ifaac has fixed it, 1070 Years before 
Chrif, add 511 Vests to that, and the 


(c) Salts 19 Years. 
Boon. 44 
Apachnas — 36 Years, and feven Months. | 
Apochis é1 


Fanias : go Years, and one Month. 
Affs 49 Years, and two Months. 


259 Years, and ten Manths. 


Shepherds 
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Sbepberd: came into Egypt fome time about 
the Birth of Mofes. .Now this could not 
be, becaufe the I/raelites were then in Pof- 
feffion of the Land of Gofhen, and . no men- 
tion is made of any Conquefts or Diftur- 
bances in thofe Parts before the Exodus ; 
and yet the Shepherds, when they invaded 
Egypt, built and fortified Abaris, and muft 
have paffed through Go/ben, in order to 
conquer Egypt. Nor were the Shepherds 
Lords of Egypt in Sfofeph’s Time, as appears 
.from the Abomination, which the Egyptians 
had to eat Bread with the Hebrews. Gen. 
xlüi. 32. They muft therefore conquer 
Egypt long after this; and therefore Maze- Ὁ 
tho’s Numbers muft be corrected, fo as to 
fuit with Truth. The Kings, which he 
names, reigned 260 Years. Add to thefe 
about 150 Years, for the Time which is to be 
divided amongft thofe whom ‘Yofephus calls 
τὸς ἐξ dv]àv γενομένας, the Defcendents of the 
Paftor Kings, and for the long War, 
πολυχρόνιον, upon the Shepherds, during Mi/- 
phragmuthofis s Reign, and Amofis’s, and we 
fhall fix the Conqueft of Egypt after Mo ofes 
had brought the Children of Zfrae] from 


thence, when Egypt was depopulated, its 
Υ 4 Armies 
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Armies loft, and itfelf uncapable of rnaking 
Refiftance. If the Shepherds were the Ca- 
naanites, and Arabian Shepherds flying from 
Fofoua, there will not be above 100 Years, 
or little more, to be fo divided. 

It may perhaps be imagined, that the 
"Averfion, which the genuine Egyptians had 
to the Shepherds, arofe from the Invafion 
and Conqueft, which the Shepherds had 
. made over all the Lower Egypt. And 
fince wé find the Averfion fo early as 
‘fofeph’s Days, it may feem probable, that 
the Shepherds had overrun Egypt before thofe 
Days ; and fo Chronologers ufually fix this 
Period of antient Times. But 

If this were true, then it is plain, that 
this Period of the Shepherds reign in Egypt 
was over before the Time ‘of the Exodus of 
the Children of J/rael: For That Pharaoh, 
who.reigned in Mofes’s Time, was certainly 
a genuine Egyptian; as appears from Mofes’s 
telling him, that they were to facrifice the 
Abomination of the Egyptians to the Lord. 
Had this Pharaoh been a Shepherd, Mofes 
could’ not have made this Speech, becaufe 
the Religion of the Egyptians was fo con- 
Hay to that of the Shepherds, that when 

they 
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they invaded Egypt, we find, they defroyed 
their Temples, even to the Foundations , 
τὰ iced τῶν ϑεῶν κατέσκαψαν͵ Je ofephus, ld. c 
Apion. To facrifice therefore the Abomi- 
nation of the Egyptians would have been no 
Difficulty, or Objection to Pharaoh, or any 
Reafon why they íhould not carry away 
their Cattle with them, had Pbar4bb been 
a Shepherd King. — — 
— Let us then go back to the Time of 
Fofeph, and we find, that when he enter- 
tained his Brethren, That King likewife 
could:not be a Shepherd, The Attendants 
on Fofeph were Egyptians; and the Speech 
he put into his Brethrens Mouths was,--- 
that thy Servants Trade hath been about Cat. 
tle Srom our Youth, even until now,---and 
then it is added, — For every Shepherd ἧς 
an Abomination to the Egyptians. Gen. xlvi; 
34. Some Time before this, when his 
Brethren came down to Egypt, and he en- 
tertained them, fhe Egyptians eat by them- 
felves, becaufe the Egyptians might not eat 
Bread with the Hebrews, for that is an Abo- Ὁ 
mination unto the Egyptians. c. xliii. 32. 
At this Time therefore the genuine Egyptians 
were in Power, and Pharaoh was an Egyp- 
tan, 
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tian, not a Shepherd. The Dynafty there- : 
fore of the Egyptians was either not yet be- 
gun; or elfe it was quite over, and the 
genuine Egyptians got into Power again by 
the Expulfion of the Shepherds. 

The firft Remark from thefe Confidera- 
tions is, that Jfofepbus, and all thofe who 
follow him in the Notion, that the J/raeZte$ 
were the Pa/fors that reigned in Egypt, are 
quite miftaken. The J/raelites that enter'd 
Egypt were Friends; the Sbepberds came to 
conquer it: The Ifraelites never attempted 
to reign ; the Shepherds had feveral Kings : 
Fhe one came down thither few in Num- 
Jer, the other in immenfe Bodies. 

2. If you make the Defcent of the Shep- 
herds to be before the Days of "fofepb, and 
their Reign over Egypt to have lafted any 
Term of Years; fuppofe 500, as Manetbo 
fays, or thereabouts, and that the Paffors | 
were expelled Egypt by Amojis, at or about 
the Time when the “γίνε Era began 
in Inachus, this will bring the Reign of the 
Paítors in Egypt within twenty Years of the 
Flood. Archbifhop Uber fixes Tethmofis to 
the Year of the World 2179, deduct from 
hence 511 Years that the Shepherds reign’d 

in 
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in Egypt, and you. come within eleven 
Years of the Flood: And was Egypt thus 
early inhabited? and had built Temples fo 
Íoon? and was fo foon conquered by the 
Shepherds ? 

3. The State of the World, and of Kings 
in thefe early Days, makes it impoffible that 
the Shepherds fhould invade Egypt at any 
time before the Exodus of the Children of 
lfrael from thence. Genuine Egyptians all 
reigned in Egypr till that time, as [ have ob- 
ferved; nor could fuch an Invafion have 
happened before thofe Days confiftent with 
the Scriptures, becaufe we have fuch fure 
Marks to direct us. 

Befides, the firft King of thefe Shepherds 
Salatis, built Abaris, and fortified it with 
Walls, and put a Garrifon of 240,000 Men 
in it; a Force too great for thofe times, 
when all the Kings of all thofe Parts, as far 
as appears, were no more than Governors of 
fingle Towns, and capable of raifing but 
fmall Force. This is evident from there 
being jive Kings on no more Territory than 
what is contained in the Sa/t Sea, ;. e. about 
Seventy Miles in length and Twenty in 
breadth. And Abrabam beat the four Kings 
. i which 
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which had conquered thofe five Kings with 
an Army of no more than 318 Men. 

"Phe Averfion then to the Shepherds did _ 
not arife from the Invafion and Conque/fs made 
by the Shepherds over the Egyptians: Nor 
does it feem to have arifen from the dif- 
ference of Religion in thofe early times. 
Abrabam was civilly treated by the King of 
Egypt in his time: and though abounding i in 
Cattle does not feem to have been mifufed, 
or contemned or reproached on that account. 
We know nothing of the Religion of Egypr 
or of the Neighbour Nations in thofe times ; 
but only that Abraham and the Patriarchs 
offered Sacrifices, and made Leagues with 
People, and eat Flefh together as Friends. 

' Now the genuine Original Egyptians were 
not Flzfb eaters. And the Evidence for this 
is --- every Shepherd is an Abomination to 
the Egyptians. Gen. xlvi. 34. This Aver- 
fion ftill continued in Mofes’s Days: for he 
tells Pharoah, (who was no Shepherd, as ap- 
pears from Mofes’s Speech, and confequently 
the Shepherds were not then in Poffeffion of 
Egypt) that they could not facrifice to God 
in Egypt, for we fhall facrifice the Abomina- 
tion of the Eg gyptians to tbe Lord cur God. 

Lo! 
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Lo! fall we facrifice the Abomination of the 
Egyptians before their Eyes, and will they not 
Jtone us? Exod. viii. 26. They were to ía- 
crifice to God Lambs and Bullocks, and 
Goats, and they ufually eat of the Sacri- 
fices which they offer'd. Had the meaning 
of Mofes been, that we íhall facrifice Cows 
which are confecrated to J/s, and which the 
Egyptians did not facrifice; or Sheep which 
are not facrificed in fome Provinces,—- he 
would not have called thefe the Abomination 
of the Egyptians, but the reverfe, what they 
deemed fo holy, as that they were not to be 
Jacrificed. 16 the meaning be this, -— that 
which the Egyptians abbor to {ee killed,-—- 
This is a Language that is not to be matched, 
to call that an Abomination, which is fo ef- 
£eem' d. as to make Men abotninate thofe whp 
hurt it. Whereas the natural and plain 
Senfe is, that we are to facrifice and to eat 
that which the Egyptians abhor; we.are.to 
facrifice to God Flefh, and to eat of that 
Tlefh; a thing which the Egyptians abomi- 
nate. If you fay that the Abomination of the 
Egyptians, is the fame as the Abomination of 
the Nations, i.e. not what the Egyptians 
abominated, more than what the Nations 
abominated, 
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abominated, but what each of them practifed 
and liked, though abominated by God, --- 
this Conftruétion will not do in the prefent 
. Cafe. For God approved what was offered 
to him, both as to the matter and manner; 
which was not the cafe where the Scriptures 
fpeak of the Abominations of the Gezzzles. 

That. the Egyptians were fuftained at 
jirft by Roots and Herbs, is expreffly told us 
by Diodorus: (a) that afterwards they eat 
Fifth, and Fleth too, is faid by the fame 
Writer: But how long they continued in 
their bard original way of Life, does not 
appear. When the Shepherds conquered 
Egypt they might introduce the Cuftom of 
eating Animal Food. And. if the Original 
Egyptians learnt from them, it is very con- 
fiftent with all that Sir //zac has faid: Or if 
they continued their Averfion till the Ex- 
pulfion of them, nothing is produced by 
Mr. Warburton to refute it. e. gr. 

He firft tells us, that “ from the Dream 
“ of Pharaoh's Baker compared with 5o- 


εἰς, (4) Big τὸ παλαιὸν Αἰγυπήϊους φασὶ pidas τὸ μὲν aie 

χολύταῖον πόαν ἐξ ονῇες, x τῶν ἐν τοῖς ἐλέσε “γινομένών 
τὸς καυλὲς X) τὰς ῥίζας — Δευγέραν δὰ λέγεσιν ἔχειν duas 
yoy τὲς Αἰγυπῆϊες τὴν τῶν Ἰχϑύων βρῶσιν-- ὁμοίως δὰ 
i τῶν βοσκημάτων trie eagxogatyeiy— Diod. Sic. p. 46. 41. 


5 Jeph's. 
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* feph’s Interpretation, it appears that they 
** eat Animal Food.” p. 271. In the Dream 
it feems, in the uppermoft Bafket there was 
all manner of gax’p Mears for Pharaoh, 
and the Birds did eat out of the Bafket. 
--In the Interpretation, it is, Pharaoh fhall 
hang thee on a Tree, and the Birds fhall xAT 
thy Flefh from off thee. Gen. xl. 17. Sc. Now 
is not this an excellent Proof that the Egyp- 
tians did eat Flefh, becaufe in the Interpre- ' 
tation it is faid--- the Birds fhall eat thy Flefh? 
If this proves any thing, it would prove the 
Egyptians to be. Anthropophagi, errant Man- 
Eaters. 

Perhaps Mr. Warburton may lay his Strets 
upon the Word, Baxemears,. fince he has 
_. printed it in Capitals. He certainly has m- 
.. fer'd from the Englifh Word, that the Baker 
. prepared Fie/h for the King: whereas in the 
-- Original no more is meant, than what was 
prepared by the Baker in thofe Days, iius 
οὐ ever if was.. 

So again, he refers to die * murmuritig 
τος of the J/raektes in the Wildernefs of Si, 
* when they faid, wou'd to God we had 
* died by the Hand of the Lord in the 
..** Land of Egypt, when we fat by the 

FLEsH- 


336 Sir Isaac Newton’ 8 


« Fresu Pors, and when we did eat Bread 
* to the full, Now we can never fuppofe 
* the Egyptians would fuffer their Slaves, 
** whom they kept in fo hard Oppretfion, to 
* riot in Fle/hpots, if it was as Sir J/zac fup- 
* pofes, that Animal Food was an Abomina- 
* tion to them.” p. 272. 1. e. Becaufe the 
Jfraelites who. were Shepherds, and did eat 
ἘΠ in-Egypt, long'd to be in.the Land of 
Gofben again, where they did eat Flefh and 
Bread to the full: therefore the Egyptvans; 
a different People from the J/raelites, and who 
hated Shepherds, did eat Fleth. . 

But the principal Argument is taken from 
the Defcription of ‘fofeph’s Entertainment of 
his Brethren, by which “ it appears that.a 
* difference of Diet .with regard to fuch 
* Food, was not the occafion. of the Egyp- 
** tan Enmity to Shepherds. The common 
** Provifion for the Entertainment was Ani 
* mal Food; and no one can doubt whe- 
* ther Jfofebb conformed to the Egyptian 
* Diet. He fat fingle out of State,. with 
* regard to the Egyptians: The Egyptians 
* faf apart with regard to the Shepherds ; 
** and both. were fupplied from the Gover- 


ff nors 
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nor’s Table, which was furnifhed from the. 
Stewards S/aughter-Houfe. p. 272. 

The plain Fact was this: Shepherds were 
to be entertained ; for which Reafon o/eph 
bids the Ruler of his Houfe, not barely to 
make ready, but sLay, and make ready. The 
Egyptians {at apart by themfelves, BECAUSE 
the Egyptians might not eat Bread with the 
Hebrews, for that is an Abomination 7o the 
Egyptians, Gen. xiii. 32. Now what is it 
that created that Abomination to the He- 
brews, that the Egyptians would not eat 
with them, except the Difference of Diet? 
The polite Egyptians could not abominate 
the Stranger Hebrew, fo as not to fit at the 
fame Table with him, were it not from a. 
perfect Diflike and Abhorrence of his Food. 
For I do not think, that fo early as thefe 
Times, Superftition had prevailed fo far, as 
it certainly did afterwards, to make them 
afraid (b) to ufe the Spit, or Pot, or Knife 
of a Grecian, or taf? the Flefb of a Bullock 
that was cut with a Grecian Knife. 

. Iwo therefore of the Confequences; which 
Mr. Warburton charges Sir Ifaac with ** ef- 
* (δ) 'Ovd€ pay atin ἀνδρὸς Ἕλληνος χρήσεται, dd" ὄβε- 


rotor, ἐδὲ λέβητι, ἐδὲ κρέως, καϑαρῦ Bo ς διατετμημένε 
“Ἑλληνικὴ μαχωρὰ γεύσεται. Herod. 1, 2.. C. 41... 


A ῥοιρίηρ 


338 Sr Isaac Newron's 

* poufing,” he never did efpoufe. This 
Third; he is charged with only sEEMING 
to efpoufe ; and for any thing which Mr. 
Warburton has {aid to the contrary, he 
might have openly avowed it; and let it 
have refted on the Authorities above cifgd. 
Let me now proceed to, 

The Fourth Confequence charged upon 
Sir J/zac. It is this, as it lies in p. 2 58, 
That * 226 exatt Diftribution of Property in 
* Egypt was the Propucr of the Age of 
« Sefoftris.” Fourteen Pages after, when 
the Confequence, which Sir J/zac is faid to 
haveefpouíed, was to be refuted, Mr. Wars 
burton ftates his Point thus,--- * He [Sir 
* lfzac] fuppofes, that the exact Divifion 
* of the Land of Egypt into Property was 
* inst made in the Time of Sefofris.” 
p.272. Surely I need not obferve, that 
thefe are ‘T'wo very different Propofitions ; 
and Sir J/22c might maintain the firft, and 
yet deny the fecond, with great Confiftency. 
But in Truth Sir //zzc efpoufes neither of 
them. It is ftrange, that Mr. Warburton 
fhould charge a Man of Sir Tfaac’s known 
Accuracy, with Confequences as admitted. 
and maintained, and | yet not keep to. his 

- Words 
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Words, or attend to his Réafoning. The 
Evidence, which Mr. Warburton brings to 
juftify his Charge; is this,--- “ Sefoftris upon 
* bis returning bome divided Egypt by Mea- 
** fure zmongf? the Egyptians ; and this gave 
* a Beginning to Surveying and Geometry." 
Does Sir [aac fay, that Sefofris was the 
Firf that divided the Land of Egypt into 
Property? That He divided the Land by 
Meafure, and had a particular Reafon for 
fo doing, is indeed (414. but that He was 
the Frrst that did fo; is no where faid; no, 
efpoufed. “Sir Ifaac produces his Voucher, 
Herodotus, for what he fays; and Herodctas 
affigns this Reafon for what Se/ofris did, (c) 
That a certain'Tax being to be paid from each 
Man, if the River wafhed away bis Land, 
it fhould be meafured, and a proportionable 
Deduétion be made; and then he adds, that 
thence Geometry was, in bis Opinion, found 
out. What ‘fignifies what Jofeph did 500 
or 600 Years before? Egypt had fuffer’d 
two or three great Revolutions betwixt "fo- 
ον τοῖς adis tint e pega. ΤΟΝ ets 
ris ἐσισκεψαμένομς, X) dvapatpicalies ὅσῳ dAeway ὁ 


xe e895 ψεγονὲ; ὅκως τῷ λοιπῇ nda λόγον τῆς τετειγ μένης 
troppi, τελέο;. Διαχέρι δὲ μοὶ ἐνϑοῦτεν Tipi» Φυρέ: 
Qaoa. Ἠειδᾶ. 1. i. ς, τορ | | — 

VAM * á- Seph's- 
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Jeph’s and Sefoftris’s Days. The Shepherds 
had conquer’d it, and they had been ex- 
pelled again. The very Exodus of the Chil- 
dren of Irael, and the Confequence of that, 
the Lofs of Pharaob’s Army, muft occafion 
great Alterations of Property in the Land. 
Sefofiris therefore might meafure out, or di- 
' vide theLand, into private Property, notwith- 
ftanding what S'ofepb had done before. Or he 
might have much more to divide, as being 
King of αἱ] Egypt, than that King in 56 ofe, ph’s 
Days might have. Or he might divide it in 
other Proportions ; and in another Manner. 
Here therefore Mr. Warburton makes Sir Ifaac 
efpoufe, what he never did admit, wz. That 
Sefofiris was the Firs that divided the Land 
of Egypt into private Property ; ; and then 
truly confutes him by the Inftance of 5c sfeph. 
But Sir aac has added a Remark from 
Herodotus, that ** this gave a Beginning 1 to 
& Surveying and. Geometry." . And here he 
is guilty of a manifeft Contradi&ion ; for 
« in another Place He draws down the Ori- 
* ginal of Geometry Sill lower. Maris, 
* fays he, for preferving the Divifion of 
* Egypt into equal Shares amongft the Sol- 
* diers, wrott.a. Book of Surveying, which 
τέ e Eve ἃ Beginning to Geometry. Let the 
“© Reader 
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** Reader now confider, how poffible itis to ree 
** concile this with the following Account of 
** Jofeph’s Adminiftration.” p. 272. 

There is no Occafion to reconcile what Sir 
Yaac has faid with the Scriptural Account of 
Fofeph’s Adminiftration. Had Sir J/aac inti- 
mated or efpoufed the Notion that Se/ofris 
was the First that divided any of the Land 
of Egypt amongft the People, it might have 
jeemed impoffible to reconcile that, to what 
ΟΣ did fo long before. But this is a 
mere Invention of Mr. Warburton, who has 
imputed to Sir Jfaac what he has never 
faid. And as to the Beginning of Geometry, 
if by the One, no more was meant than pro- 
perly Surveying and Meafuring Land, and 
in the other Place, Geometry, in ite fuller 
Extent, occafioned firft by a Book of Sur- 
veying, there is an End of this feeming 
Difference. 

What Sir Zaac has here faid, has been 
obferved by others. Claviys obferved, (2) 

Z 3 ** that 


4} Cum Anniverfaria Ni/j inundatio agrorum terminos 
ac limites ita confunderet vaftaretque, ut nemo agrum dig- 
nofcere poffet fuum, cceperunt ZZgyptii animos ad’ rationem 
menfurandorum agrorum applicare, ut hoc modo cuilibet 
quod füum erat redderetur. Qua quidem ratio agros me- 


tendi, quanquam tunc temporis, adhuc rudis admodum fue- 
] rit 
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* that the anniverfary Inundation of the 
ἐς Nile fo confounded the Bounds of the 
« Fields, that no Man could know with 
* Certainty his own Land: This made the 
* “Egyptians apply themfelves to a Method 
* of meafuring Land; that by this Means 
* each Man might haveand enjoy his own, 
* That this Method of meafuring Fields, 
* tho' at that Time very rough, and not 
* exact, was called Gecmetry. ---- 'That 
* by Degrees Geometry began to be mere 
** compleat, and not content within its own 
** Bounds, was applied to the Meafurement 
* of Celeftial Bodies, and deliver'd the 
** Principles of Affronomy, Perfpective, Cof- 
« mography, &c." Will not this fully ac- 
count for the Ufe of the Word Geometry, 
4n a more ftri& and proper, and in a more 
large and comprehenfive Senfe ? 

But fays Mr. Warburton, ** how does it 
** appear from this fimple Fact of Sefoffrzs, 
* dividing the large Champain Country of 


rit-ac impolita, ab ipfo tamen Bicis Geometria eft appellata. 
Tempe] et opr enim, five yeouel ρέω, idem fignificat quod , 
terram tnetior, — Ceterom paulatim. demde Geometria ccepta 
eft 'expoliri, '& non coritenta fuis finibus, fefe ad corpora etiam 
tceleftia dimetienda convertit tradiditque praecepta univerfee 
Aftronomie, Perfpe&tiv, Cofmographie & alijs difciplinis: 
quam plurimis, que ex ipfa velut radice dependent. CeinE 


jn Euclid. se si 
« Egypt 
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** Egypt into Square Fields, by crofs-cut 
** Canals, that it was a dividing Egypt by 
* Meafure, and giving a Beginning to Sur- 
** veying and Geometry. 1f we examine 
* the Caufe and Effe& of that Atchieve- 
* pient, we fhall find, that neither the 
** one, nor the other Part of the Conclufion, 
** can be deduced from it. The Caufe of 
^ making thefe Canals was evidently to 
** drain the fwampy Maríhes of this vaft 
** extended Level, and to render the whole 
** Labourable." p. 274. 

You have here a ftrong Affertion of Mr. 
JM'arburton's, in flat Contradiction to Hiftory. 
Herodotus tells us not, that it was to ** drain 
** the fwampy Maríhes;" but that every 
one had a certain Portion of Land affigned 
him, and if the River happened to wafh 
away any Part of bis Lot, the Man was to 
Lome and complain: Upon this, Surveyors 
were fent, who having meafured bow much 
the Land was leffened, the Man was to pay 
proportionably lefs of the Tax that was ap- 
pointed bim. "Thus has Mr. Warburton mif- 

‘taken the Caufe of this ** Atchievement,” 
as he calls it: And as to the Effects of it, 
he fays, ** Ground once divided by fuch 

Z 4 ' Canals 


* 
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** Canals was in no Danger of a Change of 
“© Land Marks, and confequently had fmall 
** Occafion for future Surveys.” ‘This like- 
wife is contrary to Experience ; for Land 
annually overflowed for Months together, 
by a turbid River, muft neceffarily partly 
be wafhed away, and partly have its Boun- 
daries fill’d up, and in Courfe there muft be 
Occafion for frequent Surveys. But I guefs 
where his Miftake lies. Sefofris divided 
Egypt into 36 Nomes or Counties, and dug 
a Canal from the Nile to the Head City of 
every Nome, and with the Earth dug out of 
it, be caufed the Ground of the City to be 
raifed. ‘This was one A& of Sefoffris ; but 
not that which gave Occafion for the In- 
vention of Geometry. Another Thing, which 
Sefoftris did, was to divide Egypt amongit 
his many Soldiers and People: And every 
Man was out of his refpective Portion, 
which was meafured to him, to pay a cer- 
tin Tax proportionable to his Land. Now 
Herodotus tells us, that this Divifion, not 
the other Divifion of the Country into Nomes, 
was the Occafion of Geometry. And here 
there might be frequent Occafion for Sur- 
yeys; whereas in the other, there might be 

no 
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no great Danger of the Change of Land- 
Marks. So that Sir Jfaac is here too mifrepre- 
fented by Mr. Warburton; as wellas charged 
with efpoufing a Confequence, which he 
does not efpoüfe: for he never fays that 
Sefofris was the ΕΣ that divided the Land 
of Egypt into private Property. 

Pafs we next to the “ Fifth Inference, 
** which this great. Writer makes from his 
*« Syftem, viz. That Letters were unknown 
* in. Egypt till the Time of David.” 
p. 275. This is the fifth Confequence, 
which Mr. Warburton charges Sir l/aac 
with efpoufing, whereas it is. in Fact the 
Firft that he efpoufes, or owns. And it 
appears to be fo true, and fo juft an Obfer- 
vation, that I am contented to have it ftand 
or fall by his Judgment, that has examined 
Sir J/azc's Chronology with Care. 

Mr. Warburton afferts indeed, that ** as 
** to the precife Time of the Invention of 
* Egyptian Letters, it can never be fo 
* much as gueffed at: Firft, becaufe Hiero- 
“ glypbics continued ftill in Ufe long after 
* Letters had been found out; and. Se-. 
* condly, The Invention of Letters wag 
* given to the Gods." p. 138. 


1 


Mr. 
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Mr. Warburton had before him a Guefs 
at the precife Time; and that founded on 
fuch Probability, that after all his Endea- 
vours, he has not been able to difprove. 
The Inventor of Letters in Egypt i is known 
to be Thoth, Secretary to Ofris, or Sefoffris, 
For that they were two Perfons has not 
yet been proved. oth therefore lived in 
Sefofiriss Days; and as Sefoffris was deified, 
and called Ofris, the Invention was in the 
Days of the Gods. Με. Warburton too, tho’ 
he tells us, that the precife "Time óf the 
Invention of Letters, can never be fo much 
as gueffed at, himfelf has “ gueffed at the 
« precife Time,” when Letters were invent- 
ed in Egypt, how wrongly foever he has 
guefed, viz. when he feems to fix the 
Times of Ofris, according to the ** extra- 
* vagant Chronology of Egypt.” p. 222. 
8. e. about 300 Years βείοις dam ἀκά, or 
A. P. J. 1392. 

The laft Inference, which Mr. Warbur- 
#on pretends to be contrary to Sacred Anti- 
quity is, ** That Egypt was fo thinly peopled 
“© before the Birth of Mo/es, that Pharaoh 
** faid of the J/raelites, Bebold the People of 
«© the Children of Mrae] are more and mightier 
** tban 
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** than we.”’---And to prevent their multi- 
plying, and growing too ftrong, he caufed 
their Male Children to be drowned. p. 276. 

You mutt give me leave to tranícribe from 
Sir Ifzac what immediately preceeded this 
Obfervation, and then I leave you to judge 
of its Truth. He had taken Notice, that 
every City of the Canaanites had its own 
King; and that in the Patriarchs Time, 
the Fields of Phenicia were not fully appro- 
priated for Want of People. ** The Coun- 
’ * tries, fays he, firft inhabited by Man- 
* kind, were in thofe Days fo thinly 
** peopled, that Four Kings from the Coafts 
* of Shinar and Elem invaded and fpoiled 
* the Rephaims, and the Inhabitants of the 
* Countries of Moab, Ammon, Edom, and 
“the Kingdoms of Sodom, Gomorrab, 
* Admeb and Zebsim; and yet were pur- 
* fued and beaten by Abraivam with an 
* armed Force of only 318 Men."--- And 
then follows the Obfervation about Egypt. 
Chron. p. 186. 

Mr. Warburton’s Anfwet to this Obfer- 
vation is, -— ** Yet this Country fo thinly 
* peopled before, or at the Birth of Mofes, 
** was, as we find from Scripture, fo vaflly 

£* populous, 
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‘populous, by that Time he was fent on 
** his Miffion, that it could keep in Slavery, 
* fix hundred thoufand Men, befides Chil- 
* dren; at a Time too, when they were 
ἐς moft powerfully inftigated to recover their 
** Liberty." p.276. As if one Mafter can- 
not keep in Subje&ion many Slaves, or one 
King many Subje&s: Or as if that Coun- 
try might not be :7Lbzly peopled com- 
paratively, fourfeore Years before it became 
populous, either by the Accefs of Strangers 
or its own prolific Virtue. (2) Strabo, and 
Ariftotle, and Pliny, {peak of a peculiar and 
extraordinary Foecundity in the Egyptian 
Women; and tell us, that they bring forth 
two, three, four, and more, at a Birth; 
and where there is fo very great, and re- 
-markable an Encreafe, in fourfeore or an 
hundred Years, a Country from being 
thinly peopled may with Eafe grow very 
populous. 

But. there was’ fomething particular in 
this Cafe. Sir Iaac obferved, that before 
the Birth of Mofes, Pharaob faid, --- Behold 
the Children of Y(rael are more and maghtter 


(a) Tas δὲ yuidinas $3076. x revetSuua vix]av τὰς 
᾿Αἰγυκήίας. bod δέ 9. er'idd'uud, tive igogés. τε- 
Ἵοκέναι. Strabo. l. τς. p. 1018. al. 695. 

than 
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than we.. Mr. Warburton cries out, ** Ama- 
** zing Interpretation! The Scripture Re- 
** lation of that Matter is in thefe Words, — 
‘© And Pharaob faid unto bis People, Bebold 
** the People of tbe Children of Urael are more 
* and mightier than we. Come on, let us 
* deal wifely with them, left they multiply; 
** and it come to pafs, that when there falletb 
* eut any War, they join alfo unto our Ene- 
« mies, and fight againft us, and fo get. them 
* out of the Land. Therefore they fet over 
* them Tafkmafters to afi them with their 
* Burdens.---But the more they afflitted them, 
* tbe more they grew and multiplied. By 
** the whole Turn of this Relation, it ap- 

* pears, that more and mightier fignify more 
τὲ « πὰ 7fic and healthy.” 

Mr. Warburton does well to cry out with 
fo much Aftonifhment, againit Sir Jf/zac, for 
fuppofing more.to fignify more.---“ Amazing 
** [nterpretation." — What. then does the 
Word more fignify? Why, more prolific. 
And what does the Word mightier fignify ? 
Why, more healthy. Who will not cry out 
on fuch Criticifm, ** Amazing. Interpreta- 
« tion!" Ought. he not to have produced 
one Inftance at leaft of fuch Signification 

of 
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of the Words? Is it not Pharach’s Defigti 
to hinder them from growing and multi= 
pling ὃ And was not the Foundation of 
the Fear, that they were already more and 
mightier than the Egyptians. However pro- 
lific the Egyptian Women were, yét the 
Jlfraelitifh Women feem to be more fo; and 
if from feventy Perfons, within the Com- 
pafs of two hundred and fourteen or fifteen’ 
Years, could arife two Millions and a balf, 
or near three Millions of People; we are to 
deduct fourfcore Years for the Age of Mofes; 
and fome little Time more between this 
formed. Defign of Pharoah, and Mofes’s 
Birth, and thence deduc a proportionable 
Number, in order to know the Numbers 
' of the Ifraelites at that Time. If fo many 
more were born among them, than there 
was among the Egyptians, Pharaoh might 
have Reafon to apprehend a Revolt or a 
Rebellion from them, if a proper Occafion 
offer’d ; and might have juít Reafon to fay, 
that they were, or foon would be, more and 
mightier than his own Subjects. e 
You have the very fame Expreffion, Gen; 
xxvi. 16. Abimelech faid unto Iaar, Go 
Srom us, for thou art mightier than sve," Did 
he 
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he mean thou art more prokjir, or more 
healthy? Or do not the Words intimate, 
that faac was more ffrong than Abimelech, 
from the Numbers of his Defcendants? This, 
like that in Egypt, arofe from God's pecu- 
liar Bleffing on Abrabam’s Pofterity, which 
was the very Caufe of that Might, which 
zibimelech then, and Ῥῥάγαορ afterwards, 
was fo much afraid of. 

Six Inferences then ate produced, as ef- 
poufed by Sir Ifaac, all ** contrary to Sacred 
* Antiquity." Four of them are Mr. Wars 
burton’s own Imaginations, never efpoufed, 
never admitted, never mentioned by the 
Knight. The other Tas ate e[poufed : the 
One is agreeable to Hiftory, the Other is 
what the Bible itfelf fays. 

Not content with the Charge I have been 
confidering, Mr. Warburton adds, that this 
Syftem of the Great Genius whom he has 
complimented fo much, is “ repugnant to it~ 
« fef," and “ direttly contradifting the 
« Nature of Things.’ Unhappy Sit Jfaac ἢ 
* The Sublime Conceptions peculiar to thy 
* amazing Genius" are now found to be 
** mot only repugnant to the Bible, but even 
* tothemfelves!”” p.277. “ Worthy only 

z « the 
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** the wild Imagination of thofe Poetic: Fa- 
** bulifts from whence they were collected !" 
p. 280. 

This Repugnancy to the Nature of Things 
confifts in this; that Sir J/aac ** makes this 
** extraordinary Age of Sefoffris to be dif: 
** tinguifhed from all others by an infepara~ 
** ble Mixture of Savage and Polifhed Man- 
* pers, which is fo unnatural, fo incredible, 
** fo impoffible a Circumftance, that were 
** there only this to oppofe againft his Syf- 
* tem, it would be a fufficient Demon/tra- 
* tion of its Falfhood.” p. 278. 

The Charge you fee is home; but how 
is it:proved? Why truly, “ by fairly and 
* honeftly taking in THESE Confequences of 
“ his Syftem, our great Author has fubject- 
* ed it to this Difgrace." 2614, Has Sir 
Ifaac ever ** taken in" Four of thefe Con- 
Sequences ? Or isit fair and honeft in Mr. JPar- 
burton to charge him: with Confequences that 
he calls ** fo unnatural, fo incredible, fo im- 
** pofüble?" Take fome imaginary Confe- 
quences, incredible, impoffible ; and fay, that 
1 Sir [aac had fairly and boneftly taken them 
in, he would have fubjected his Principia, 
or his Treatife of Light aud Colours, to the 

.. Difgrace 
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Difgrace of Repugnancy to itfelf, and to thé 
Nature of Things: What then? Would 
this be any Objection to them?  Juft ‘as 
much as it is to his Syftem of Chronology; 
or as it might be to Euc/id himfelf. : 

But Two Inftances are produced, “ ‘The 
** one taken from Sir Haac’s Account of the 
** State of War, during this Period; the other 
** from his Account of the State of Archi- 
ἐς tefture.” ibid. 

You are now to /uppofe, or take for grant- 
ed, that Sir “ας has given “ an Account of 
* the STATE of War,” during this Period ; 
‘a8 likewife that he has given an Account of 
the State of Architecture. Who would 
not imagine, that Sir J/zzc had fome where 
treated of the Levies of Soldiers; of the 
antient Arms ufed in feveral Parts: of the 
World during tbis Period ; the Fortification 
of Camps; battering. Engines, Sieges, Re- 
wards, Manner of drawing up Armies, Gic. ? 
And fo on the other Head, when Sir Jfzac's 
Account of the State of Architecture in this 
Period is fpoken of,. would you not imagine 
that he has treated upon this Subject, fo 


a as (Bis Period was. concerned? that He 
A a had 
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had mentioned fomething of Proportions, 
Ornaments, Columns, Materials, and many 
other Subjects neceffary to be mentioned in 
giving an Account of the STATE of Archi= 
tecture, during any Period? And is there 
any Thing in Sir J/aac’s Chbronólogy that will 
anfwer thefe Characters, «-- bis Account of 
the State of War, and State of Architecture, 
during tbis Period? No. But it feems our 
Author ** having made the Egyptian Her- 
** cules to be Sefoffris, is forced to own, 
* that the War in Libya was carried on 
* with Clubs.” Allowing this; Is this to 
** give an Account of the State of War du- 
* ring Zbis Period." If the Africans and 
Egyptians fought with Clubs, other Nations 
had, or might have, Cavalry, Chariots of 
War, and many other Things which he 
ought to mention, if he had defigned to 
give an Account of the State of War during 
this Period? But as to the Fact, He quotes 
Hyginus, who fays, Afri et Egyptii primum, 
Suftibus dimicaverunt : and He might have 
added the Authority of PZzy, whom I have 
before quoted for the fame Fact. But Mr. 
Warburton adds, That Sir Ifaac “ makes 

* Vulcan 
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** Vulcan, whom he fuppofed to have lived 
** at this Time, the Inventor of Military 
** Weapons.” p. 279. I have already fhewn, 
that Sir Jac never made Vulcan the Inven- 
tor of military Weapons ; and if the Autho. 
rity of Hyginus and Pliny be fufficient to 
juftify the Fa& they are quoted for, what 
is the unnatural, the incredible, the impoffible 
Circumftance, that is of itfelf a fufficient 
Demonftration of the Falfhood of Sir I/aac’s 
Syftem? Here are Two Nations go out, and 
fight with a particular Sort of Clubs, after 
that Military Weapons, Swords, Spears, &c, 
were known in other Parts of the World, 
and after that a Fleet was built on the Red 
Sea. The beft and moft eminent Maker of 
Armour lived in thefe Times, and affifted 
Sefoftris with Armour, or perhaps with Iron 
Inftruments of War, inftead of what was 
made of fofter Metals; and was therefore 
deified by Him. Where is the Inconfiften- 
cy, or Incredibility, or Impoffibility of this? 
Sefofris firt fights the Africans with Clubs; 
then he invades other Countries; and re- 
ceives from Vulcan IronArmour, or Weapons, 
Js there any Abfurdity in all this? Sir 
| Aa 2 Ifaac 
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Tfaac ought ** fairly and honeftly to have 
** taken in" fome * abfurd Confequence, " and 
then indeed Mr. Warburton might have 
triumphed. 

The other Inftance is ΠῚ] more unlucky 
in Relation to the STATE of Architecture, 
* Bir lfaac tells us, that To oforthrus, or ZEJ- 
** culapius, an Egyptian of the Time of Se- 
« foffris, found out building with Square 
<< Stones.” p.279. He is called Seforthus 
by Eufebius. MeS $ Σὲ ἔσορθος, ὃ ὃς ᾿Ασκλήπιος mag 


Αἰγυπῆίοις ἐκλήϑη διὰ τὴν Ἰατοικὴν. ΟδΊος καὶ τὴν διὰ 
ζεςῶν λίϑων ebedlo. ἀλλὰ X γοαφὴς ἐπεμελήϑη. In 


the third Dynafty of the Mempbitic Kings 
was Necherochis. After bim Seforthus, who 
was called F{culapius dy the Egyptians for 
bis Skill in Surgery; He alfo found out the 
Way of building with cut Stones, and took 
Pains in the Art of Writing. The Confu- 
tation of this is to be fought for in thefe 
Words. ‘ Yer his Contemporary, Sefo of 
* tris, he tells us, divided Egypt into 36 
« Nomes or Counties, and dug- a Canal 
* from the Nile to the Head of every Nome; 
“and with the Earth dug out of it, he 
8 caufed. the Ground of the City to be 

** raifed 
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*.raifed higher, and built a Temple in eve- 
** ry City for the Worfhip of the Nome, 
** &c, And foon after Amenophis, the third 
* from him, built Memphis, and ordered the 
* Worfhip of the Gods of Egypt, and 
** built a Palace at Abydus, and the Mem- 
** monia at This and Sufa, and the magnifi- 
* cent Temple of -Vulcan in Memphis.” 
p.279. Ido not ask here, what Sir faac 
fays about the State of Architecture during 
this Period, (of which he fays not one 
Word, except the finding out Zuz/ding with 
Square Stones in Egypt) but what is Mr. 
Warburton’s Contradiction to Sir J/zgc, or 
what is his Proof, that That Sort of Build- 
ing was found out in Egypt earlier? He 
quotes Sir J/zac for faying, that Sefoffrzs dug 
certain Canals from the Nile: Were thefe 
Canals faced with Square Stone? Or if they 
were, Tofortbrus had found out the Art, 
What if Amenophis built Memphis, or the 
Memnonia, or the magnificent Temple of 
Vulcan? He lived long enough after thé 
Days of Sefofris, and after that Manner of 
building with Square Stones was found out; 
_ for he was the Tbird from Sefoffris, . 

Mr. 
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Mr. Warburton has added a very remark- 
able Note, in which he tells us ** Homer’s 
* Sentiments of Tuis Matter," 7. e. (if it 
be to the Purpofe) of Tofortbruss Invention 
of building with Square Stones. ** Homer 
** fuppofes the Science of Architecture ar- 
** rived to great Perfection in the Time of 
* the Trojan War. For {peaking of the 
** Palace of Paris (whom as his great Tranf- 
* lator rightly obferves, he makes to be a 
* Bel Efprit, and a fine Genius) he defcribes 
** it in this Manner. 


"Exlee δὲ πρὸς βώματ᾽ "AxsEdid'ento βεβήκει 

KAAA, τά j' ἀυ]ὸς ἔτευξε σὺν ἄνφεασιν, οἱ Tog!" Aeigor ᾿ 

Ἦσαν ἐνὶ Testn ξειβώλαχ, τάκ]ονες ἄνδρες 

"Oi ὃν ἐποίησαν ϑάλαμον X) Δῶμα 9j dum. 
2 Il. Z. 312. 


* Here we fee a magnificent Palace, built 
* by profeft Architects with all its Suits of 
* Apartments. As different from the De- 
fcription of Hec/er's Habitation, as were 
the Characters of the Mafters : Of which _ 
' laft he only fays it was a commodious, 
habitable Houfe. 


^ 
^ 


^ 
^" 


nw 
^ 


a 
^ 


? ArLa δ᾽ trad ἵκανε δόμες ἐν veuvrdoy]as 
Egjoess. —— d 





ibid. 497". 
Is 
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Is it nota Matter of fome Wonder, that 
Mr. Warburton fhould quote this Paffage of 
Homer, as fomething oppofed to Sir l/aac, 
when there is not one Word about the Mz- 
terials with which this ** magnificent Pa- 
** lace’? was built? Or could not ** magni. 
* ficent Palaces” be built, without build- 
ing them of Square Stone? Or was not Paris 
at leaft a hundred Years after the Times of 
Sefoftris? And was not Paris in Egypt, 
from whence He might learn the Art of 
building with Stone? After all that Ho- 
mer here fays, it is no more, than that Paris 
had a Houfe, and Bed-chamber, and Porch to 
it; and thatthe beft Builders in Troy built it. 
But whether it was built of Wood, or Brick, 
or Fiints, or what Materials, there is not 
One Syllable; and Homer’s Language would 
encline one to think, that this Be-Efprit 
was not above working in the Building itfelf. 
Nor in fhort is there any Thing in the Ori- 
ginal, like a magnificent Palace here de- 
{cribed. Indeed if one were to look no 
further than Mr. Pofe’s Tranflation, one 
could not well form too great an Idea 


of it. " 
, Aa, Hetfor 
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dide to Paris, lof ty Dome repairs — 

Himfelf the Manfion rais’d, from: every Part 

Affembling Architects of matchlefs Art. 

Near Priam’s Court, and Heéfor’s Palace ftands : 

Fhe Pompous Struéture, and thé Town commands, - 
Iliad.:6. 1. 389,—393- 


gut the Simplicity of Homer’ Language 
conveys to us not any Thing of Grandeur 
and Magnificence, nor his Afembling Ar- 
chiteéts from all Parts. — 

Bat a real, magnificent Palace, and fome- 
hing to the Purpofe, is not taken Notice of 
by. Mr. Warburton; 1 mea That of Old 
King Priamus : : In which | 


| Hevfinos? $recay-Gáxagor Éetrolo al Sore 
IlAígtor ἀλλήλων d'ed'ufipsyoi- ——— 
a , Dad t. 244. 


were rif ty Chambers all of Polifhed Stone; 


eee d" ἑτέρωθεν byeev|ioe ἔνδοϑὲν duane +: 

AdSex? ἔσαν τέγεοι ϑάλαμοι ξεστοῖο λίϑοιο 

fiXócior ἀλλήλων ded piper ἔγϑάδε yay Bese i 
( πὰ ἃ 








ibid, 


On the other Side within the Porch thera 
were twelve Chambers of palifh’d Stone built 
wear one another, for bis Sons in Law, and 

their 
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their Wives. Mr. Pope has tranflated thefe 
five Lines of Homer in a beautiful Man- 


ner. 


And now to Priam’s ffately Courts he carne, 
Raifed on arch'd Columns of /fupendeus Frame ; 
O'er thefe a Range of Marble Strutture runs, 
The rich Pavillions of his fifty Sons, 
In fifty Chambers lodged ; and Rooms of State 
Oppos’d to thefe, where Priam’s Daughters fate : 
Twelve Domes for them, and their loved Spoufes hone, 
Of equal Beauty, and of polif’d Stone. | 

Iliad. 6. 1. 304, &e. 


But how fine foever this Defcription of 
Priam’s Palace may be, it muft be owned, 
that it gives us the Idea of a much more 
magnificent Building, than Homer’s own 
Words do. Homer tells us nothing of Rooms 
of State, or of Columns of ftupendous Frame, 
or of Ranges of Marble Strucfure. But 
fuppofing all thefe to have been in Priam’s 
Palace,--- What will this prove againft Sir 
lfaac Newton, who has told us only, that 
Toforthrus had found out the Art of Build- 
ing with Stone in Egypt, not in Troy or in 
Afia Minor, where it might have been in 
Practice long before his Time. Let Afri« 
camus and Eufebius anfwer for the Fad. 

Sir 
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Sir ΠΩ depends on their Authority: οὐ 
füppofing.that fricanus’s Words are to 
be extended fo far as to imply, that Tofor- 
thus was abfolutely the firft, who, τὴν διά 
Beséy λέϑων dinod ony ξυροῖος found, out building 
with Square Stones, Syncel. p. 54. --- This 
may be true, for aught that Homer here. has 
faid; for Old Priam did not live till neas 
a hundred Years after Toforthrus, and his 
Tnvention. 

It might have been as much or more 
to the Purpofe to have mentioned Solomon’s 
Temple, and the hew'd or Square Stones 
made ufe of in 'Fhat. The Times would 
here have fuited: But that which feems to 
fhew, that cutting, and building with 
Stone, was then a zew Invention, may be 
gathered from the Number of Hands em- 
ployd in that Work. No fewer than 
feventy thoufand: were employ’d in carry- 
ing them, and eighty thoufand in. cutting 
them in the Mountains; befides three thou= 
fand three hundred, which ruled the People 
that wrought in the Work. Too many 
Hands, had there been any great Skill. or 
Arti in fuch Sort of Work! But then This 

Building 
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Building was not in Egypt's and confe- 
quently no Obje&ion to the Time of T2- 
fortbus's Invention in Egypt. EN 

I have here fent you a few of the Re- 
marks, which I made in perufing this 
Treatife of Mr. Warburton. It is cer- 
tainly the Work of a Man of Learning 
and Abilities: However inconclufive his 
Reafoning is. You will ask me perhaps, 
Why I have not vindicated myfelf in Par- 
ticular againft his Attacks? But what re- 
lates to me in his Poffcript is fufficiently 
replied to in thefe Papers: As to what con- 
eerns me in the Body of his Book, where 
he treats of the double Senfe of Prophes 
cies,---It wants no Anfwer to fhew, that 
Allegories, or Allegorical Reprefentations, 
were never by me denied.- And as to his 
Manner of introducing Perfonal Reflections, 
--- it cannot be worth while to take No- 
tice of them. I had ufed the Particle 
Then, as an illative Particle: We have Then 
but one literal Senfe of any Propbecy.—--His 
Anfwer is,--- * TuzN? Wuen? Why, 
<< when aff the Rules of Logic are reduced 
«fo this Author’s Standard.’ As if, Then, 
in the Place I ufed it, were a Particle of 

Times 
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Time. Let him glory in fuch Triumphs un 
moleftéd;. I thall conclude this Letter, with 
an Obfervation of Mr. Warburton, * That 
* Syftems, Schemes, and Hypothefes, all 
* bred of Heat in the warm Region of 
** Gontroverfy," give me leave to add, or 
of a wild Imagination, ** will, like Me- 
* teors in a troubled Sky, each have its 
* 'Turn to dlaze and pafs away.” Do you 
judge, whether this Remark be moft ap- 
plicable to Sir J/zec Newtoz'$ Chronology, 
or to Mr. Warburton’s Demonftration of the 
Divine Legation of Mofes from the Omifion 
of a future State of Rewards and Punifhs 
ments in the Jewthh Difpenfation, Iam, 


js Reverend Sir, 
Your &c. 


Ed. se VA a 
R^ sd A.A.SYKES; 
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